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Objective. In this article, we seek to determine the main explanatory factors of individual pref-
erences for redistribution in Spain. Methods. We use data from the World Values Survey captur-
ing economic factors, political preferences, personal beliefs, and sociodemographic characteristics.
Results. The results, obtained using both OLS and ordered logit regressions, reveal that factors re-
garding relative household income, personal beliefs, sociodemographic characteristics, and regional
differences are the main determinants of the demand for redistribution. Conclusion. These results,
coupled with long-standing trends that the Spanish society has been experiencing for decades, sug-
gest that there may be an increase in the demand for redistribution in the coming years.

The evolution of income inequality indicators in most developed countries, especially
after the outbreak of the global financial crisis in 2008, has placed the analysis of both
causes and consequences of increasing inequalities as one of the main research topics in
recent times (Krueger, 2012; Jaumotte, Lall, and Papageorgiou, 2013; Dabla-Norris et al.,
2015).

Within this context, one would expect that the concern of policymakers for mitigating
income inequality as a core economic policy objective should depend on citizens’ pref-
erences for distribution. For this reason, it is interesting to analyze how these preferences
have been impacted by the shock caused by the prolonged economic crisis that began
in 2008 with the bursting of the housing bubble. This shock may have had significant
negative effects not only on inequality levels but also on lifelong mobility, that is, that
experienced by an individual throughout his or her life. In turn, these effects might be
associated with changes in the preferences for redistribution (Benabou and Ok, 2001;
Benabou and Tirole, 2006).

Most studies on redistributive preferences have been conducted on advanced industrial
economies, such as those of Europe and the United States (Milanovic, 2000; Kenworthy
and McCall, 2007; Pontusson and Rueda, 2010; Engelhardt and Wagener, 2014; Niehues,
2014). Results from these research works are a useful reference, but to the extent that
Europe is a very heterogeneous area, country-specific studies enabling contextualization
are therefore required. In fact, specific historical experiences in different countries may
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lead to various social norms about what is acceptable or not in terms of inequality (Piketty
and Saez, 2006; Atkinson, 2008).

Following this line, the aim of this article is twofold. On the one hand, we try to identify
which variables actually have significant effects on the demand for redistribution in Spain
and, on the other hand, we attempt to anticipate the direction of Spanish redistribution
preferences in the coming years.

Spain provides a suitable national context-specific case study for present and future cross-
national comparisons due to the seriousness that the impact the Great Recession had in this
country. The most harmful consequences include high levels of structural unemployment,
precarious forms of employment (manifested by an increase in the rate of involuntary
partial employment and by an overwhelming prevalence of temporary contracts), and a
general stagnation of wages during economic recovery. In addition to this, inequality mea-
sured through Gini index has increased after the last Great Recession and it is higher than
European average (Piketty, 2014; Blanchet, Chancel, and Gethin, 2019). Moreover, this
feature is shared with the other so-called European peripheral economies, namely Portugal,
Italy, and Greece.

Despite the plentiful literature about determinants of social preferences for redistribu-
tion, to the best of our knowledge, there is only a previous work dealing with this issue for
the Spanish case (Iglesias, Pena, and Sánchez, 2013. In this article, the authors analyze the
determinants of preferences for redistribution in Spain both at an aggregate and a regional
level for two years, 1995 and 2007, and find the existence of structural changes in those
preferences. This notwithstanding, the availability of new data for a particularly tumul-
tuous period—the Spanish economic crisis of 2008–2013—highlights the pressing need
to conduct new research, on the one hand, to grasp better what determines the preferences
for redistribution and, on the other hand, to ascertain whether the consequences of the
crisis are also reflected in people’s demand for redistribution.

We contribute to the literature in two ways. First, updating the empirical evidence since
our analysis refers to a time horizon including periods of economic growth and recessions,
that is, during a pronounced boom-and-bust cycle. Second, identifying structural factors
and long-term trends that can be used for forecasting the future evolution of preferences
for redistribution and even the electoral support to political parties.

Since voters can influence governments’ policies, it is reasonable to assume that these
changes might result in a greater demand for redistribution. Nonetheless, individuals have
views on this issue that go beyond their household financial situation and the level of both
income inequality and mobility within the community they live in. Other factors linked to
sociodemographic characteristics, political preferences, personal beliefs regarding fairness,
or regional differences may come into play to determine the level of redistribution that a
given individual decides to demand from their government (Finseraas, 2009; Engelhardt
and Wagener, 2014; Niehues, 2014; Solt et al., 2016).

In order to carry out our analysis, we estimate a model based on Alesina and Giuliano
(2011) as a starting point using data from the World Values Survey (WVS), which col-
lects information concerning redistributive preferences, as well as a wide range of traits
related to political inclinations, personal beliefs, and sociodemographic characteristics of
the respondents.

This article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the recent literature on the
subject. Section 3 deals with the data source and the variables of our model, as well as the
justification for their inclusion and their main descriptive statistics. Section 4 presents both
the empirical model that we use to explain the behavior of redistributive preferences and
the econometric methods employed to estimate it. Section 5 includes the corresponding
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494 Social Science Quarterly

results and the discussion of the estimates and their implications. Finally, Section 6 sum-
marizes the conclusions of our research.

Literature Review

Meltzer and Richard (1981) argue in their seminal work that decisions to maximize
well-being ultimately depend on what they call the “median voter.” Thus, when it comes
to electing a government, voters with incomes below the median will choose candidates
who promise higher taxes and more redistribution, whereas voters with incomes above the
median will do the opposite. As a result of this behavior, when the mean income increases
relative to the median, which implies higher income dispersion—or, in other words, higher
inequality—taxes are expected to raise and vice versa.

Since then, a comprehensive body of research has been carried out in order to enhance
the theoretical understanding and provide empirical evidence on this issue. Other deter-
minants, such as the prospects of upward mobility (Benabou and Ok, 2001; Benabou and
Tirole, 2006), which may cause certain individuals below the median to refrain from sup-
porting an expansion of redistributive policies because they have strong expectations of an
income increase, have also been regarded as relevant explanatory variables of the prefer-
ences for redistribution. Also, it has been suggested that, at the same time, these prospects
can be influenced by the individual and familiar history of social mobility (Piketty, 1995;
Giuliano and Spilimbergo, 2008).

Individuals’ risk aversion may lead them to prefer more or less redistribution for the
same level of income and mobility, as redistributive policies represent a sort of insurance.
Thus, for a given level of mobility, risk-averse individuals will prefer a higher level of
redistribution, as the potential net losses caused to them by these policies in the present
may be compensated in the future in case they experience downward mobility (Alesina and
La Ferrara, 2005; Ferrer-i-Carbonell and Ramos, 2010).

Factors concerning personal beliefs about the role of luck or effort (Fong, 2001; Alesina
and Angeletos, 2005), or simply the subjective political ideology of individuals—left versus
right—have also proved to have a significant impact on redistribution preferences (Alesina
and La Ferrara, 2005).

Finally, sociodemographic characteristics, such as gender, age, religion, education level,
ethnicity, and marital status are usually used as control variables when conducting research
on this issue (Alesina and Giuliano, 2011; Guillaud, 2013). Further research has been
carried out on the effect that certain widespread perceptions of people regarding certain
issues—such as immigration, or beliefs about intergenerational mobility-have on redis-
tributive preferences (Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva, 2018a; Alesina, Stantcheva, and
Teso, 2018b).

Within the most recent economic literature related to the factors that could influence
the demand for redistribution at the national level, there are several studies for the United
States (Alesina and Angeletos, 2005; Alesina and La Ferrara, 2005; Alesina and Giuliano,
2011), Italy (Gaeta, 2012), and Turkey (Karayel, 2015; 2016), as well as numerous cross-
national studies (Neher, 2012; Guillaud, 2013; Olivera, 2015).

Concerning the Spanish case, to our best knowledge, there is only a similar previous
work (Iglesias, Pena, and Sánchez, 2013). In this article, the authors analyze the determi-
nants of preferences for redistribution in Spain both at an aggregate and a regional level
for two years, 1995 and 2007, and find the existence of structural changes in those prefer-
ences. Notwithstanding, the existence of new data available for a particularly tumultuous

 15406237, 2021, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ssqu.12924 by U

niversidade D
e L

a C
oruña, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [17/06/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense
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period, the Spanish economic crisis 2008–2013, highlights the pressing need to conduct
new research suggesting new approaches that can allow us, on the one hand, to grasp bet-
ter what determines the preferences for redistribution and, on the other hand, to ascertain
whether the consequences of the crisis were also reflected in the demand for redistribution
of the population.

Data Source and Definition of Variables

In this section, we present the variables selected to study what determines the demand
for redistributive policies in Spain and the main data source for those variables.

The data source for our analysis is the WVS, henceforth. The WVS, which started in
1981, consists of nationally representative surveys on human beliefs and values conducted
in almost 100 countries using a common questionnaire. The data are structured into six
waves (1981–1984, 1990–1994, 1995–1998, 1999–2004, 2005–2009, and 2010–2014),
which are independent cross-section samples. Spain started to take part in the survey in
the second wave.

The model used as the starting point is the one formulated by Alesina and Giuliano
(2011). Nevertheless, we have introduced some minor changes due to the lack of some
data and our interest to investigate further on certain matters that were addressed in a
different way by those authors.

Thus, as a first proxy of the redistributive preferences (demfor), we will use the question
on income equality posed as follows: “Now I’d like you to tell me your views on various
issues. How would you place your views on this scale? 1 means you agree completely
with the statement on the left (‘Incomes should be made more equal’); 10 means you
agree completely with the statement on the right (‘We need larger income differences as
incentives for individual effort’; and if your views fall somewhere in between, you can
choose any number in between.” In order to facilitate the interpretation of the results, we
inverted the scale so that the higher the response given by the interviewee, the stronger
their preference for redistribution, and vice versa.

However, considering that this question may not perfectly capture the Spanish redistri-
bution preferences and also in order to check the robustness of the results obtained, we
decided to introduce a second dependent variable: government responsibility (govt_resp.).
The question in this regard is posed in the WVS as follows: “Now I’d like you to tell me
your views on various issues. How would you place your views on this scale? 1 means you
agree completely with the statement on the left (‘Government should take more respon-
sibility to ensure that everyone is provided for’); 10 means you agree completely with the
statement on the right (‘People should take more responsibility to provide for themselves’);
and if your views fall somewhere in between, you can choose any number in between.”
Once again, we have inverted the scale of responses to facilitate the interpretation of the
estimates presented in the next section.

It is worth mentioning that, although the correlation between the two dependent vari-
ables is positive, it is only 35.80 percent, so one is not merely a substitute for the other, but
rather it provides somewhat different information on a similar issue. For more information
on the correlation between the variables in the model, see Table A1.

Based on what has been pointed out in the previous section, we divided the explanatory
variables into three groups: household income level, political ideology and personal beliefs,
and sociodemographic characteristics.

Regarding the family income level, the WVS does not ask anything to its Spanish in-
terviewees. However, there are two questions that can serve to approximate the material
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living conditions of each household. On the one hand, the respondent is asked to place
their household in an income distribution divided into ten deciles (“On this card there is
an income scale on which 1 indicates the lowest income group and 10 the highest income
group in your country. We would like to know in what group your household is. Please,
specify the appropriate number, counting all wages, salaries, pensions and other incomes
that come in”). This question allows us to evaluate the perception of the household with
regard to its income in relation to the rest of the population (inc_decile). On the other
hand, a second question about satisfaction with the financial situation of the household
(“How satisfied are you with the financial situation of your household?” where 1 indi-
cates complete dissatisfaction and 10 complete satisfaction) allows us to assess to what ex-
tent the interviewee considers that the needs of the household are reasonably well covered
(fin_satisf). This pair of variables could be considered as an approximation of household
income in relative and absolute terms, respectively.

As for sociodemographic characteristics of the interviewee, we included age (age); gender
(female); employment status (emplstatus), which can take eight different values (full-time,
part-time, self-employed, retired, housewife, student, unemployed, or other); marital sta-
tus (marstatus), which can take six different values (married, living together as married,
divorced, separated, widowed, or single); and the number of children (num_child).

As for the educational level of the interviewee (educ), the WVS offers eight possible
answers (no formal education; incomplete primary school; complete primary school; com-
plete secondary school: technical/vocational type; incomplete secondary school: university-
preparatory type; complete secondary school: university-preparatory type; some university-
level education, without degree; university-level education, with degree). The inclusion of
this variable as a set of dummies allows determining whether there is a relationship between
educational level and redistributive preferences and, if so, whether this relationship is non-
linear. Unfortunately, we do not have data on the parents’ educational level that could
improve our analysis, since the question has never been incorporated in the questionnaire
carried out in Spain.

Finally, regarding the ethnicity of the respondents, we decided to exclude the variable
from the model given that more than 98 percent of them were white. Also, we opted to
exclude the variable concerning the size of the town where the interviewees lived since it
was asked intermittently, which makes data unavailable for half of WVS waves.

With regard to the individual beliefs of the respondents, we incorporated three explana-
tory variables. First, we included the self-positioning in a political scale of 1–10 (“In po-
litical matters, people talk of ‘the left’ and ‘the right’. How would you place your views
on this scale, generally speaking?”), so the higher the response on that scale, the more to
the right the person place himself (ideology). Nonetheless, we cannot ignore that this mea-
sure is inherently flawed and may conceal more complex implications regarding the real
support for democratic institutions or preference for more authoritarian regimes (Adler,
2018).

Second, we included a variable that can capture the degree of income mobility that
respondents consider that exists in the community in which they live (hardwork). The un-
derlying question is phrased as follows: “Now I’d like you to tell me your views on various
issues. How would you place your views on this scale? 1 means you agree completely with
the statement on the left (‘In the long run, hard work usually brings a better life’); 10
means you agree completely with the statement on the right (‘Hard work doesn’t generally
bring success—it’s more a matter of luck and connections’); and if your views fall some-
where in between, you can choose any number in between.” Thus, people with prospects
of upward mobility, that is, those who subscribe to the claim that hard work brings success,
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TABLE 1

Main Descriptive Statistics

Variable Obs. Mean SD Min Max

demfor 3,527 5.5461 2.6492 1 10
govt_resp 3,490 6.5894 2.4089 1 10
age 3,600 45.9603 18.3535 18 99
fin_satisf 3,575 5.6915 1.9686 1 10
num_child 3,590 1.5646 1.5224 0 8
inc_decile 3,058 4.3221 1.7314 1 10
hardwork 3,508 6.6844 2.4189 1 10
ideology 2,942 4.7277 1.9404 1 10
educ 3,549 3.5480 2.2998 1 8
religiosity 3,502 5.7761 3.0702 1 10
female 3,600 0.5097 0.5000 0 1
emplstatus 3,596 3.5709 2.1490 1 8
marstatus 3,593 2.7401 2.2163 1 6
region 3,600 8.1000 4.7358 1 17
year 3,600 2004.2840 6.8090 1995 2011

should be less prone to demand more redistribution. Again, we reversed the response scale
to help to interpret the results presented in the next section.

The last variable on personal beliefs refers to religious beliefs (religiosity), which is worded
in such a way that the greater the importance that the respondent declares that God has
in his or her life, the greater the value this variable takes (“How important is God in your
life? Please use this scale to indicate. 10 means ‘very important’ and 1 means ‘not at all
important’). Unlike previous studies, we preferred not to include a variable concerning the
religious denomination of the respondents, since more than 97 percent of those who claim
to have one declared themselves Catholics.

Finally, we considered the inclusion of dummies that capture the effects of idiosyncratic
regional differences (region), which differentiate the 17 autonomous communities into
which the Spanish state is divided, and structural changes over time (year), which are not
already collected by any of the above-mentioned variables.

The choice of the variables included in the model has conditioned the number of waves
from which we can use data. Although Spain has participated in five waves of the World
Values Survey (1990, 1995, 2000, 2007, and 2011), we can only use the observations
for 1995, 2007, and 2011, since solely these waves include all the questions we utilize as
dependent and independent variables.

Table 1 shows the main descriptive statistics of the variables included in our model.

Empirical Model and Methodology

Considering the variables presented in the previous section, our basic specification for
explaining the redistributive preferences in Spain is the following:

d em f orit
(
or, govt _res pit

) = �0i + �1t + �2ageit + �3age_sqit + �4 f in_sat is fit +
�5num_chil d renit + �6inc_d ecil eit + �7hard workit + �8id eol ogyit + �9rel igiosit yit
+�10gend erit + �11ed ucit + �12empl st at usit + �13marst at usit + eit

(1)

 15406237, 2021, 1, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ssqu.12924 by U

niversidade D
e L

a C
oruña, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [17/06/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



498 Social Science Quarterly

The inclusion of the variable age in both levels and their respective squares allows deter-
mining whether the relationship between these variables and the demand for redistribution
(if any) is nonlinear. Nonetheless, variables referring to educational attainment, employ-
ment status, marital status, region, and year are incorporated as dummies since they cannot
be included otherwise.

The first regressions were estimated by OLS. But considering that both dependent vari-
ables are ordinal, it can be argued that the most suitable estimation method for this type of
data is the ordered logit model, a special case of the logistic regression model (Wooldridge,
2010). For this reason, we also estimated an ordered logit model to check the robustness
of the OLS results.

Item nonresponses to certain questions, such as self-placement in the income distri-
bution (inc_decile) or political self-assessment (ideology), cause that of the approximately
3,600 observations available in the sample (Table 1), only around two thirds of these can
be used for regression analysis purposes.

Results and Discussion

The estimates of the four models are shown in Table 2 (see Table A2 for the results of
the fixed effects).

Models 1 and 2, in which the dependent variable is a clear measure of preferences for
redistribution, reveal several important points about what determines the demand for re-
distribution in Spain.

First, the variables related to income and personal beliefs are especially significant in
explaining preferences for redistribution, unlike the sociodemographic variables, which
have no explanatory power in most cases.

Regarding the personal income variables, only the self-positioning in the income dis-
tribution (inc_decile) has a relevant statistical significance. Thus, each upward leap in the
decile in which the respondents perceive themselves reduces their preference for redistri-
bution around 0.10–0.15 on a 1–10 scale, depending on the estimation method used. On
the other hand, the financial situation of the household (fin_satisf) itself is not significant
to explain the behavior of the demand for redistribution of individuals. This is not be-
cause both variables provide identical information, since they have a correlation around 30
percent.

With reference to the sociodemographic variables included, only three of them are rel-
evant for explaining the behavior of our first dependent variable: the educational level of
the respondents, their gender and their autonomous community of residence.

The educational level (educ) shows high levels of significance and a clear nonlinear re-
lationship with redistributive preferences. The estimated coefficients of the dummy vari-
ables indicate that the preference for redistribution decreases as a higher educational level is
attained, but following an irregular path, where respondents with a complete educational
level (secondary or tertiary) tend to prefer lower levels of redistribution than those with
unfinished secondary or tertiary education.

When it comes to gender, females are significantly more opposed to inequality and
more supportive of redistribution, a fact that is already well documented in the previous
economic literature (Croson and Gneezy, 2009).

As far as the region of residence is concerned, according to our results we can say that
this is a relevant factor since in none of the models the regional dummies are jointly non-
significant. Compared to our reference region—which, merely because of an alphabeti-
cal order question, is Andalusia—the coastal regions of Principality of Asturias, Balearic
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Islands, Canary Islands, Cantabria, Catalonia, Valencian Community, and Galicia are
likely to demand less redistribution due to unobserved cultural determinants.

Similarly, the joint significance of the wave dummy variables reveals the existence of out-
standing differences in redistributive preferences between 1995 and 2011 that cannot be
accounted for the rest of the explanatory variables included in the model. In other words,
our results suggest that there were structural changes in the demand for redistribution in
that period toward a stronger preference for this kind of policies.

The remaining sociodemographic variables, either presented in levels or as sets of dum-
mies, are not significant to explain the redistributive preferences of population.

In contrast, all three variables that capture personal beliefs are highly significant. The
stated ideology (ideology) of the people surveyed seems to be one of the main drivers of
redistributive demand. As a result, the fact that a person self-positions one step further
to the right reduces his/her preference for redistribution around 0.19 points on a scale of
1–10, depending on the estimation method used. The recent evolution of ideological self-
positioning (Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas, 2019a), particularly its shift to the
left from 2012 onward, suggests an increase, at least in the short term, in the demand for
redistributive policies in Spain. Notwithstanding, we must bear in mind that the evolution
of this indicator is linked to both structural and cyclical issues that can make it veer in the
other direction in a relatively short time.

In addition, the importance of religion in everyday life (religiosity) appears to have a
negative effect on the demand for redistribution, reducing it by an average of 0.09 points.
It should be noted that this variable, although slightly correlated with ideological self-
positioning, captures information not contained in the other one. But it should be also
pointed out that the process of secularization experienced by the Spanish population over
the last few decades, which implies a decreasing proportion of believers or people who
regularly attend to nonsocial religious services (Pérez-Agote, 2012), again hints at a pro-
gressive increase in the redistributive demand in Spain.

Finally, the belief that individual success is essentially driven by hard work (hardwork)
has a positive and very significant effect on the first explained variable. These findings are at
odds with, on the one hand, the logic of methodological individualism that would indicate
that those who believe to a greater extent in the fairness of the distributive system will be
less likely to demand a higher level of income redistribution, and, on the other hand, most
recent empirical studies that link these two variables (Alesina and Giuliano, 2011; Gaeta,
2012; Iglesias, Pena, and Sánchez, 2013). However, there is a precedent in the literature in
which these atypical results emerge after an analysis similar to ours (Karayel, 2016).

After having verified the possible reasons that could explain an unexpected sign in a
regression, for example, reverse measure, common trend, functional form approximation,
dynamic confusion, and other wrong interpretations (Kennedy, 2008), we can assert that
none of them seems to be present in our case. Therefore, we can safely say that, from the
econometric point of view, the negative coefficient obtained is correct, but that, as Karayel
(2016) points out, it is “atypical.” Accordingly, it would be of interest to explore in future
research whether this circumstance also takes place in other countries, and to attempt to
find an explanation for this phenomenon.

Furthermore, models 3 and 4, where the explanatory variable is not a direct answer to
a question about income equality, but a more general one regarding government’s respon-
sibility to provide for everyone, offer similar results: household income, personal beliefs,
and some sociodemographic traits are the main determinants of the Spanish redistributive
preferences.

Among the main differences we find the nonsignificance of educational level and gender,
and the significance of age to explain the preferences on government’s responsibility to
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provide suitable living standards to all its citizens. In relation to the effect of age, we find
that its relationship with redistributive preferences is nonlinear so that it decreases with
age up to a point where this relationship becomes positive. The turning point is around
60–61 years of age, that is, the average retirement age in Spain. As a result, it is possible
to state that the demand for redistribution decreases with age during working life but
increases with age during the years of retirement. If this relationship does not change in
the foreseeable future and given the population projections made by the Instituto Nacional
de Estadística (2018), a progressive increase in the demand for redistributive policies would
be expected in the forthcoming years.

Also, the lower the support for redistribution, the higher the income decile in which the
respondent self-places and the greater the degree of satisfaction with the financial situation
of the household. In this case, it is apparent that the importance of family income is greater
in determining government’s responsibility for the living conditions of population, since
both variables are significant and the estimated coefficients are slightly higher in absolute
value than in models 1 and 2. In any case, the estimates of the four models reveal the
relative weakness of the absolute incomes to explain the demand for redistribution and
underline the importance of relative income with regard to the support or rejection for
this type of policies.

The importance of these variables, especially relative income, is another indication of a
foreseeable increase in demand for redistribution in the forthcoming years due to the fact
that, since the beginning of this century, the percentage of respondents who place their
household in the first five deciles of income distribution rose from 72.76 to 76.13 percent,
which increased the average of this variable from 4.70 to 4.48.

As regard personal belief variables, they keep very high levels of significance and the same
signs as the coefficients of models 1 and 2. Nevertheless, the estimated values indicate a
slightly lesser relevance of ideology (understood as left vs. right) and religiosity, and a
greater importance of the belief in hard work as a source of success to explain individuals’
preferences for redistribution.

Finally, although the regional fixed effects are jointly significant, the autonomous com-
munities with a demand for redistribution that is higher or lower than the benchmark
(reference community) demand do not match those of models 1 and 2. In this case, the
regions that demand more redistribution due to cultural factors are the two Castillas, Ex-
tremadura, Madrid and the Basque Country, whereas only Murcia has a lower prefer-
ence for redistribution than the reference community. In addition, the significance of the
dummy variables supports the results for models 1 and 2 that indicated a shift toward a
stronger preference for redistribution since the first wave of the WVS.

Although the results for models 3 and 4 somewhat reinforce most of the conclusions
drawn previously for the first two models (the importance of family income, personal
beliefs, and region of residence), they call into question one of the most relevant findings
resulting from the first two estimates: the importance of educational attainment and age,
and their nonlinear relationship with the demand for redistribution.

Conclusions

In this article, we seek to provide some insight into the determinants of redistributive
preferences in Spain by framing it in the abundant literature on this issue that has been
developing in recent times.
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Our results reveal that individuals’ household income and their perceived relative posi-
tion within its distribution, educational level, gender, age, personal beliefs, and region of
residence are the main determinants of redistributive preferences. The findings also seem
to indicate that there may have been a structural shift in favor of more redistribution once
the effect of the other explanatory variables is accounted for.

Given the lack of impact of other sociodemographic variables, for example, the num-
ber of children, marital status, and employment status, our estimates suggest that long-
term trends such as the aging of population (Instituto Nacional de Estadística, 2018) or
the progressive secularization of Spanish society (Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas,
2020) could contribute to increasing the demand for redistributive policies in the coming
years. This would only be offset by the improvement in the average educational level of the
Spanish population (OECD, 2014; 2017; 2019), which has a nonlinear effect in the op-
posite direction. However, the effect of these long-standing trends could be countered by a
shift to the right in the average ideological self-assessment and also by a widespread rise in
household income, particularly in relative terms with relation to the rest of the population.

Nevertheless, as revealed by the latest wave of the WVS, the austerity and the labor re-
forms during the 2008–2013 period seem to have played a part in displacing many house-
holds’ self-positioning toward lower tranches of income distribution—because they might
be seen as a threat to the role played by the State in satisfying certain aspirations of the
dwindling middle class (health services, university education, pensions)—and, therefore,
this can also contribute to an overall increase in the demand for redistributive policies, leav-
ing the decline in size and political influence of middle-class and purely ideological factors
as the only significant forces capable of curbing the rise in preference for such policies.

However, so that a stronger demand for redistributive policies results in a more egalitar-
ian distribution of income, it is vital for this issue to become one of the most crucial topics
when it comes to voting—which is not the case nowadays (Centro de Investigaciones So-
ciológicas, 2019b)—and thus pro-redistribution voters can oblige elected politicians to
take these measures. This is becoming increasingly difficult with an ever-decreasing and
impoverished middle class as contrasted with a small group of increasingly wealthy house-
holds that are able to influence policymakers in their benefit, which ultimately helps to
undermine the foundations of our democratic system. In this scenario, all the long-term
demographic, social, and cultural trends that favor an increase in redistribution would not
lead to the effective implementation of these policies.

Considering that subjective ideology seems to play an extraordinarily important role
in the future development of redistributive policies, more research is needed to establish
what specific issues determine an individual’s self-positioning at a particular point on the
left–right scale.

On the other hand, we also emphasize the need to investigate in depth other possible
determinants of redistributive preferences such as social and cultural capital, which have
been relatively unexplored in the recent literature. Moreover, we also argue that it is essen-
tial to further explore the possible causes of the atypical results obtained on the relationship
between redistributive preferences and beliefs about the role of luck and hard work in a
person’s economic position.

Appendix
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