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Abstract

This paper explores the relationship between mineral resources abundance and
individual values. Using discoveries of mineral resources in the United States since
1800, we find that mineral resources foster individualism. Measuring individualism
and the demand for redistribution by questions of the General Social Survey, we
show that individuals living in states with large mineral resources endowment are
more individualistic and support less redistribution by the government. We uncover
two channels. The experience channel arises because of direct observation of discov-
eries by individuals. The transmission channel consists in the persistence of specific
values across generations. These results are robust to the introduction of various
explanatory variables that may explain individualistic values.
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1 Introduction

In recent years, beliefs and values have gained much attention as determinants of economic
outcomes. The effect of values is actually largely documented by a growing literature (see
Fernández (2011) for a recent review). However, the question of their formation remains
broadly unexplored in the empirical literature. At the individual level, values may be
transmitted by peers or formed through experience.

In this paper, we find that mineral resources foster individualism, using discoveries of
mineral resources in United States over the 1800−2000 period. We refer to “individualism”
as the set of values opposed to public intervention in income allocation and favorable to
individual self-responsibility. We measure individualism by three questions from the
General Social Survey. We show that individuals living in states with large mineral
resources endowment support less redistribution by the government, less public assistance
to the poor, and are more favorable to individual self-responsibility. Then, we highlight
two channels through which mineral resources foster individualism: either by transmission
of values formed in the past, or by experience of mineral discoveries at a specific point in
life-time of individuals.

The Mineral Resources Data System lists all mineral discoveries since 1800 in the
United States. It allows us to observe both the effects of the spatial and temporal
differences in the distribution of mineral discoveries across states and time on values held
by individuals. We show that individuals living in states with large mineral resources
endowment are more individualistic and support less redistribution. This result persists
when controlling for individual characteristics, but also for characteristics of the state
such as its geographic location, political orientation, wealth and inequalities.1 We also
show that this opposition to public intervention in the economy is not compensated by
heavier local volunteer activity in states with lots of mineral resources.

A history of American mining, written by Rickard in 1932, illustrates the extent to
which mining is associated with the concept of independence of individuals in American
tradition. This book has been written “to give [...] something of that background the
older men built up as they went along”. The introduction argues that “in developing the
mineral wealth of a continent [...] things do not “just happen”; they are brought about by
men who have the wit to see and the courage to do. Our predecessors were men with these
qualities. They [...] have left us a great heritage”.2 This heritage is made of values such
as individual self-responsibility that are deeply associated with mining activity. This is
mostly the case because of the technical methods used in the early times of mining in the
Unites States. As documented by Freudenburg and Frickel (1994), “mining operations
and technologies were small-scale, and [...] capital requirements were minimal ”. These

1Using the number of places where mining has taken place in each state during the past century,
we also find that the higher the number of mines in a state, the lower the support for governmental
redistribution by its residents.

2Rickard (1932), page ix. See the appendix for some additional quotes from this book.
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operations could often be implemented by a single man.3 Mining was labor- rather than
capital-intensive.4

Conceptually, this original association between mining activity and individualism can
be explained by the following mechanism. Natural resources represent a windfall which
is likely to induce both an increase of current and expected income. Their existence
create more wealth opportunities. As a consequence, a society with natural resources is
richer than a society without any natural resources endowment. Local residents consider
mineral resources (and natural resources in general) as a treasury belonging to them and
exploitable by their efforts. This windfall induced by natural resources can be related
to the well-known effect of income on the demand for redistribution. Increasing current
or expected income is known to be associated with less willingness to redistribute. To
sum up, the larger the mineral resources endowment, the wider wealth opportunities,
and the lower the support for redistribution by people surrounded by the resources. This
mechanism describes the genesis of values that may be transmitted between individuals
and generations.

As Bisin and Verdier (2001), the literature points out two main channels through
which values are formed at the individual level. First, values can be inherited through
family transmission of traits. Second, values can be shaped through the socialization
process: individuals interact with others and mix their traits. The first process refers
to transmission, whereas the second concerns the context in which individuals evolve.
Applying this framework to the relationship between individualistic values and mineral
resources, we also consider two channels. The first channel is linked to the question
of transmission and persistence of beliefs. It occurs within society, across and within
generations.5 In other words, values are inherited from the family or from “others” and
transmitted over time in a given group. In what follows, we refer to this channel as
the “transmission” channel.6 The second channel is linked to the direct effect mineral
resources have on individualistic values. Values depend on events that happened during
the life of an individual. Hence, “shocks” on mineral resources abundance are likely to
directly shape the values held by individuals if they have been affected by these shocks.
In what follows, we refer to this channel as the “experience” channel.

In this paper, we disentangle the existence and the relative importance of these two
3According to Braunstein (1985), mining has quickly turned into an activity run by large corporations

at the turn of the nineteenth century. Yet, the myth of the single gold miner still persisted.
4This feature also translate into unionization patterns. According to numbers provided by Friedman

(1999), the mining industry was the second most unionized industry in the United States in 1880 (the
unionization rate in mining industry was equal to 11.35, just below unionization rate in printing industry
that was equal to 11.70). In our opinion, it is difficult to interpret this fact since unionization may reflect
either general political orientations or a local protection behavior. See Riley (1997), Schnabel (2003),
and Schnabel and Wagner (2007) for developments of this issue. Today, unionization rate in mining
industry is roughly equal to the average unionization rate in the American economy according to the
Bureau of Labor Statistics.

5This channel is close to the “direct vertical socialization” proposed by Bisin and Verdier (2008) but
where the cultural transmission is done within the family.

6Transmission of cultural values may be informal or formal. The latter case can be illustrated by the
already mentioned book A history of American mining written by Rickard in 1932.
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channels for the main relationship described above. We claim that both channels matter
in the understanding of the effect of mineral resources on individualism. First, we focus
on individuals living in states with lots of mineral resources and compare individuals that
experienced mineral resources discoveries during their impressionable years to those who
did not. Following Giuliano and Spilimbergo (2009), the “impressionable years” hypoth-
esis refers to the hypothesis that “core attitudes, beliefs, and values crystallize during a
period of great mental plasticity in early adulthood and remain largely unaltered throughout
the remaining adult years”.7 This approach uncovers the experience channel. Second, we
compare individuals living in states with few or no mineral resources to individuals living
in states with lots of mineral resources, but who did not experience mineral resources
discoveries during their impressionable years. By removing the direct effect of mineral
resources on individualistic values, this approach uncovers the transmission channel.

This paper provides micro-economic evidence that mineral resources influence the
values of people living in areas that are abundant in such resources. It shows one channel
through which values may form and is therefore related to the literature interested in the
formation of values and beliefs. The empirical side of this literature is still in infancy.
This question has been directly addressed by Nunn and Wantchekon (2011) who show
that the volume of past slave trade shapes today’s mistrust in Africa; and by Giuliano and
Spilimbergo (2009)) who show that macroeconomic fluctuations during early adulthood
partly determine the support for redistribution and confidence in institutions. Other
papers indirectly address this question, linking today’s beliefs to distant institutions. For
example, Guiso et al. (2008) link today’s social capital in Italy to medieval institutional
arrangements. These authors show that values persist over time, but do not provide
direct evidence on the contemporaneous effect of institutions on values. On the contrary,
we observe the direct effect of exogenous changes in the environment on individual values
when uncovering the experience channel. See also Grosfeld et al. (2011) and Durante
(2009) for additional examples of the persistence of values across time.

Our results mean that economic and natural environments have an effect on the pref-
erence for redistribution. Diamond (2006) offers a first insight into this question with
the case study of Montana. He shows the interplay between the abundance of natural
resources and individual orientations. According to this author, natural resources abun-
dance is part of the state’s identity and partly shapes individual beliefs about economic
organization.8 To our best knowledge, Di Tella et al. (2010) are the first to provide em-
pirical evidence about this issue. They study the correlation between individualism and
a measure of “luck” in the United States. They approximate the idea of luck, i.e. the
belief that income is more linked to chance than to effort, by the “share of the oil industry
in the state’s economy multiplied by the price of oil ”. They conclude “that societies that
depend heavily on oil [...] will experience heavier demand for government intervention”.

7In our empirical strategy, we adopt the same approach as Giuliano and Spilimbergo (2009) and
assume that impressionable years are located between 18 and 25.

8See the appendix for a short presentation of the text by Diamond (2006) on Montana.
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Our paper also illustrates the link between wealth and the willingness to redistribute.
Following Romer (1975), Meltzer and Richard (1981), and Piketty (1995), this relation-
ship has been documented by Alesina and La Ferrara (2005), Alesina and Angeletos
(2005), and Alesina and Giuliano (2011) among others. Considering mineral resources as
realized or expected increasing income, mineral endowment can influence the support for
redistribution both by the transmission of values over time or by the update of individu-
alistic values as pointed above. We show that mineral endowment has a strong negative
persistent effect on the support for redistribution and that this effect is still observable
when alternative explanations are taken into account. In particular, we control for cur-
rent individual income and current state income, which suggest that it is not a question
of realized income, but of inherited values.

Finally, this paper sheds light on a new channel for the “resource curse”. Indeed, a vast
literature debates on the significant negative role played by natural resources dependence
or abundance on economic growth (see Frankel (2010) for a survey of the resource curse
literature). A widely accepted consensus considers natural resources as a potential curse
hindering development.9 In developing countries, Isham et al. (2005) claim that “[...]
resource abundance simultaneously “strengthens states” and “weakens societies”, and thus
yields - or at least perpetuates - low levels of development”. Many papers point out
the issue of the reaction of economic agents to financial windfalls induced by natural
resources abundance. They mainly focus on incentives played by financial windfalls in
developing countries on the elite’s behavior or on the government’s behavior (see Robinson
et al. (2006) or Mehlum et al. (2006) for example). Surprisingly, Papyrakis and Gerlagh
(2007)) show that some states in United States, one of the most developed country in
the world, suffer from the resource curse. Our paper contributes to understand how
resources abundance weakens civil societies, i.e. how they modify the beliefs and the
behavior of the whole society (not only elite) living in resources abundant areas: our
results show that mineral resources foster individualism in the entire population. Our
results can be interpreted as a channel for the resource curse since Gorodnichenko and
Roland (2010) argue that individualism favors innovations but deteriorates the quality of
institutions. Hence, if the latter effect dominates, individualism can be a channel through
which mineral resources hinder development.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the data and the methodology.
Section 3 presents empirical results about the relationship between mineral resources and
individualism. In section 4, we uncover the transmission and the experience channels.
Finally, section 5 briefly concludes.

9Institutions appear to be a decisive factor for the resource curse (see Mehlum et al. (2006) or Andersen
and Aslaksen (2008)). Empirical studies of this issue face the problem that countries differ in many
dimensions. To avoid this problem, many papers focus only on one country: the United States for
Papyrakis and Gerlagh (2007), Peru for Aragon and Rud (2009) or Brazil for Caselli and Michaels
(2009).
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2 Data and methodology

This section describes the data and the methodology used in this paper.

2.1 Mineral resources

The Mineral Resources Data System10 (MRDS) describes mineral resources throughout
the world. The data set for the United States contains more than 25, 000 observations.
About 50% of them have lead to the installation of a mine. For each observation, the
data set contains information about the localization, the year of discovery, the year of
first production (if any production has been operated), and the type of commodities, but
also various geologic characteristics. Missing information of major importance are those
about quantities found and extracted. To our knowledge, this paper is the first to use
this database in economic research.

Figure 1 presents the distribution of mineral resources discoveries in the United States
over the 1800-2000 period. Most of the discoveries have been made between 1875 and
the late 50’s. However, the distribution is quite heterogeneous across time. Figure 2
displays the spatial distribution of mines in the United States according to the MRDS
database. This spatial distribution is also very heterogeneous. Clearly, West states have
larger endowments in mineral resources than others. Table 10, presented in appendix,
shows the number of mines in each states. We distinguish between all observations and
places where a production was (or is still) operated. Both distributions are very similar.
Since we want to make the distinction between states with and without mineral resources,
we have to establish a criterion to split our sample in two parts. The simplest criterion
is the median of the sample according to the number of present or past mines. This is
where we place the threshold between states with and without mineral resources.11 In
tables of the paper, the variable mineral state equals 1 if the respondent lives in a state
with mineral resources, 0 otherwise.

Using MRDS observations to track the extent of mineral resources available in each
state offers the advantage of being almost completely exogenous. Papyrakis and Gerlagh
(2007) and Di Tella et al. (2010), among others, measure natural resources using the
share of local GDP of a specific sector and the price of commodities. This measure
is clearly endogenous to economic activity and development, and consequently to social
attitudes provided that the latter have an effect on the former (see Brunnschweiler (2008)
for example). On the contrary, the tenor of the ground itself cannot be influenced by
economic activity, nor by values. To a certain extent, one can argue that the discovery of
mineral resources is however endogenous to economic development, what is likely to be
true. However, it is also possible that once economic development is launched, mineral

10http://tin.er.usgs.gov/mrds
11An alternative approach would be to create a measure of “mineral density” by dividing the number

of mines by the surface of the state. Such an approach leads to a virtually identical classification between
states with and without mineral resource.
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resources are searched everywhere. Hence, on the one hand, the precise date of discovery
of mineral resources can be seen as endogenous to economic activity. On the other hand,
if we consider that all mineral resources have been searched for (as suggested by figure 1
which shows that discoveries are scare since 1960), the categorization of states with and
without mineral resources cannot be endogenous to values at the time of interview (the
sample of the GSS we use begins in 1974).

Table 11, presented in appendix, describes the main types of mineral commodities
found in the MRDS database. Gold, silver and other valuable ores represent a substantial
part of the mining activity in the United States.12

2.2 Data on individualism

We measure individualism at the individual level in the United States by using three
questions of the General Social Survey (GSS).

The first question used also by Di Tella et al. (2010) is: “Some people think that
the government in Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of
living of all poor Americans. Other people think it is not the government’s responsibility,
and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself on
this scale? ”. The possible answers are “1 (I strongly agree that the government should
increase living standards), 2, 3 (I agree with both answers), 4, 5 (I strongly agree that
people should take care of themselves)”. We call this variable “responsibility”.

The second question is: “Some people think that the government in Washington ought
to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the
taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that
the government should not concern itself with reducing this income difference between the
rich and the poor. What score between 1 and 7 comes closest to the way you feel? ”. The
possible answers are “1 (Government should do something to reduce income differences),
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 (Government should not concern itself with income differences)”. It what
follows, we refer to this variable as “inequalities”.

The last question is: “We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which
can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for
each one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on
it, too little money, or about the right amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or
about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”. The possible answers are “1 (Too
little), 2 (About right), 3 (Too much)”. We call this variable “assistance”.

These questions offer a converging picture toward individualism and the demand for
redistribution. According to Di Tella et al. (2010), the set of values associated with these
variables can also be seen as associated with political ideas that are on the right of the
political system.

12We conducted tests to check whether our results vary when taking into account the relative impor-
tance of specific ores in the ground. All empirical results presented in the paper do not depend on the
precise nature of mineral resources.
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All regressions presented in this paper include individual characteristics as control
variables. Namely, we control for gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education,
employment status, race and income.13 Once the availability of control variables is taken
into account, we are left with more than 17, 500 observations for responsibility, 20, 000 for
inequalities. For the variable assistance, we have a little more than 13, 500 observations.
Figures 3, 4, and 5 present the mean of responsibility, inequalities, and assistance by state
over the period 1975-2004. At the first sight, variables are higher in the West part of the
Unites States, which means that a larger share of the population living in those states
holds individualistic values.

2.3 Methodology

The population observed in this paper is made of Americans interviewed in the General
Social Survey. The first relationship we estimate in section 3 is the difference in individ-
ualism between individuals living in states with and without mineral resources. By doing
this, we take into account differences in the composition of the population, i.e. we take
individual characteristics into account. Formally, we look at the difference

E(Y |Mineral state = 1, X)− E(Y |Mineral state = 0, X),

where Y is a measure of individualism, and X denotes individual characteristics. This
difference is captured by the estimation of the following equation:

yits = δ + αMs + βXit + γZts + εits, (1)

where the dependent variable yits is the answer of individual i, interviewed at time t and
living in state s, to the questions associated with responsibility, inequalities or assistance.
The variable Ms is labeled “mineral state” in tables and indicates the “mineral status”
of state s, equals 1 if the respondent lives in a state with mineral resources, 0 otherwise.
The vector Xit contains individual characteristics. The vector Zts contains time fixed
effects, as well as state-level variables or geographic characteristics in some specifications.
Finally, εits is the error term.

To uncover the experience and the transmission channel in section 4, we create sub-
samples of the observed population. We first focus on individuals living in states with
large mineral resources endowment and compare those who experienced mineral discov-
eries during their “impressionable years” to those who did not experienced mineral dis-
coveries during the same period. This approach allow to identify the experience channel.

13See the appendix for a complete presentation of individual control variables and associated summary
statistics.
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Accordingly, the difference we are looking at is

E(Y |Discovery = 1 ∩Mineral state = 1, X)

− E(Y |Discovery = 0 ∩Mineral state = 1, X),

where Discovery = 1 is the set of individuals that experienced mineral discoveries during
early adulthood. We use the “impressionable years” hypothesis already presented by
Giuliano and Spilimbergo (2009). This hypothesis states that “core attitudes, beliefs,
and values crystallize during a period of great mental plasticity in early adulthood and
remain largely unaltered throughout the remaining adult years”. We follow Giuliano and
Spilimbergo (2009) by assuming that “impressionable years” take place between 18 and
25 years. Hence, we are interested in whether an individual observed mineral discoveries
when he was between 18 and 25 years old. For example, if an individual aged 50 is
interviewed in 1980, its “impressionable years” are located between 1948 and 1955. Hence,
the estimated equation is following:

yitst′ = δ + αDist′ + βXitt′ + γZtst′ + εitst′ , (2)

where subscript t′ denotes the birth date of the respondent, and Dist′ is a dummy equal to
1 if individual i, living in state s, and born at time t′ has experienced mineral discoveries
between 18 and 25. This variable is labeled “mineral discoveries observed ” in tables. Con-
sequently, we also include some individual characteristics to take into account individual
and state situations during those years, what explains subscript t′ for vectors X and Z.
The General Social Survey does not allow us to know in which state respondent was living
when he was young. However, we know if the respondent is still living in the same state
as when she was 16 years old. Thus, we have to restrict ourselves to individuals that did
not move between the two dates. This left us with around 5, 000 individuals who were
and are still living in mineral states. Thanks to the MRDS database, we know if they
experienced any mineral resources discoveries during their early adulthood. This allows
to uncover the experience channel.

We uncover the transmission channel by comparing individuals living in states with
large mineral resources endowment who do not experienced mineral discoveries during
their “impressionable years” and those living in states without mineral resources. Using
the same notations as above, the difference we are looking at is

E(Y |Mineral state = 1 ∩Discovery = 0, X)− E(Y |Mineral state = 0, X).

This difference is captured by the estimation of equation (1), but on a different sample.
Since our classification of individuals between those living in states with or without

mineral resources is logically made at the state level, all our estimations are made using
clustered standard errors at the state × year level. Rigorously, since our dependent
variables are qualitative variables, ordered logit or ordered probit models should be used.
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However, all reported results are estimated using linear ordinary least squares such that
we can interpret and compare the size of the coefficients.14 All results are comparable
using ordered logit or probit models.15

An implicit assumption that we make when estimating the above relationships is
that the effect of mineral resources abundance or discovery is the same across state. A
key point that may invalidate this assumption is the heterogeneity of mining laws across
states. Indeed, the initial formation as well as the transmission of values could be different
depending on the legislative environment. However, mining law appears to be remarkably
homogeneous across states. Although marginally amended since the late 19th century,
the General Mining Act of 1872 is still the main law used to regulate mining prospection
in the United States. This law codifies the way individuals may claim property rights
on deposits and subsequent rights and duties. It applies the same way everywhere in
the United States. This law encompasses the first laws of 1866 and 1870, as well as the
informal regulation system for the acquisition and the protection of mines set up by the
first prospectors. In addition, the informal system itself was virtually identical across
places. See Braunstein (1985) and Mayer (1986) for more explanations.

3 Empirical results

In this section we compare individuals living in states with large mineral resources en-
dowment and those living in states without large mineral resources endowment. We also
provide a large number of robustness checks.

3.1 Main result and discussion

We first start by simple tests of equality of the means of our individualism measures
across states with and without mineral resources. Table 1 presents the standard t-tests
for variables responsibility, inequalities and assistance. In all cases, the average answer is
higher in states with mineral resources than in states without mineral endowments.

Main result

We now regress our measures of individualism on the state’s mineral status variable,
controlling by individual characteristics to check if the earlier results are not driven by
composition effects. Our baseline specification includes usual control variables for gender,
age, age squared, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race and income,
as well as fixed effects for the year of interview. Time fixed effects control for potential
common temporal determinants of beliefs. Summary statistics of individual covariates
are presented in table 12 in appendix. The repartition of observations between mineral

14See Peel et al. (1998) and van Praag and Ferrer-i-Carbonell (2006) for discussions on the equivalence
between linear models estimated using ordinary least squares and ordered response models.

15Replications of the main results using ordered logit or probit models are available in tables 27 to 36
presented in the online appendix.
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and non-mineral states is summarized in table 13, presented in appendix. Each group
of states is made of one half of the sample. The estimated coefficients of equation (1)
for dependent variables responsibility, inequalities and assistance are presented in table
2. The estimated coefficients of all individual variables are consistent with the literature
(see Alesina and La Ferrara (2005) among others). Males are more individualistic than
females. Being married or employed increases the answers to the three questions. The
educational level decreases the demand for redistribution. White are more individualistic
than others. Being protestant or catholic rather than atheistic also increases individualism
and decreases the support for redistribution. Income captures the current income and
has a positive effect on the three left-hand variables.

As stressed in the introduction, we argue that the effect of mineral resources on the
preferences for redistribution is likely to be driven by increasing current or expected
income. Here, we control for individual income. The introduction of this variable leaves
the estimated coefficient of the variable mineral state unchanged with respect to table 1.
This result suggests that the effect of mineral resources does not transit through current
individual income and does not invalidate the expected income explanation.16

In all columns of table 2, the estimated coefficient of the dummy variable for individual
living in states with mineral resources is positive and significant. The estimated coefficient
is about 0.05 when responsibility is the dependent variable. As a comparison, the effect
of being catholic equals 0.08, the reference being “none/other”; whereas the estimated
effect of being married equals 0.16. Hence, the effect of living in a mineral state on
responsibility is of the same order of magnitude as the one of religion or marital status.
Moreover, this effect represents up to one third of the effect of being married, one of
the variables with the largest effect on responsibility. Using inequalities as dependent
variable, the estimated effect of the mineral status of the state represents up to half of
the effect of being married or protestant. In the case of assistance, the estimated effect
is even stronger.

These estimations allow us to conclude that differences in individualism between states
with or without mineral resources are not driven by a composition effect of the populations
surveyed, i.e. individuals living in mineral states do not systematically share observable
characteristics that favor individualism. The effect of residence in a mineral state still
holds when controlling for a large set of individual characteristics.

In table 15, presented in appendix, we replace the mineral status variable by a broad
measure of the abundance of mineral resources, i.e. by the number of mines in the state
as described by table 10 in appendix. We found that the number of mines has a positive
effect on our three measures of individualism at the individual level. In the the bottom
part of the table, we restrict the sample to individuals living in states with lots of mineral
resources. In this case, the number of mines has a positive but hardly significant effect
on our dependent variables. This suggests that the role played by the amount of mineral

16GSS data does not allow to test directly the hypothesis that living in a mineral state as a positive
effect on expected income
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resources is less important relatively to having or not mineral resources.

Discussion

At a first sight, these results are opposite to those of Di Tella et al. (2010). These authors
show that there is a negative relationship between individualism and oil in the United
States. How can we conciliate this two sets of results?

First of all, Di Tella et al. (2010) argue that the importance of oil industry is a proxy
for luck at the state level. This, in turn, influences the demand for redistribution of
individuals. Indeed, the greater the feeling that luck instead of hard work determines
income, the larger the demand for redistribution. Symmetrically, if an individual thinks
that income is primarily determined by individual effort, he will exhibit less willingness
to redistribute. In fact, the feeling that success is determined by luck is less widespread
in our states with mineral resources as shown by table 20 presented in appendix. The
dependent variable is the answer to the following question: “Some people say that people
get ahead by their own hard work; others say that lucky breaks or help from other people
are more important. Which do you think is most important? ”. The possible answers are
“1 (Hard work most important), 2 (Hard work, luck equally important), 3 (Luck most
important)”. We created a dummy variable equal to 0 if the respondent thinks that luck
is most important, and 1 otherwise. The estimated coefficient of the dummy variable for
mineral state is positif and significant. Which means that individual living in mineral
states are less likely to think that luck is most important. This differs from the assumption
of Di Tella et al. (2010) on the positive effect of oil on luck.

Second, there is also another way to conciliate these two results on the link between
resources and individualism. This divergence can be driven by the differences in the
characteristics of oil and mineral resources. We focus on mineral resources, as described
by table 11 in appendix, whereas Di Tella et al. (2010) focus on oil industry. This
difference remains to be explored. This can be done by looking at the work by Boschini
et al. (2007). These authors argue that the effect of natural resources on economic
performance depends on the types of resources owned. In this framework, they point out
the role of resource’s appropriability. According to them, “the concept of appropriability
captures the likelihood that natural resources lead to rent-seeking, corruption or conflicts
which, in turn, harm economic development”. Boschini et al. (2007) distinguish between
institutional and technical appropriability. The first type of appropriability is related
to the institutional capacity to manage natural resources exploitation. Given that we
focus only on the United States, institutional appropriability is fairly homogeneous in
our study and thus cannot explain the puzzle presented above. On the other hand,
“due to their physical and economical characteristics, certain resources are more likely
to cause appropriative behavior ”. This is what Boschini et al. (2007) define as technical
appropriability. This allows to make a crucial distinction between mineral resources and
oil. Indeed, mineral resources in general, and gold and silver in particular (what represent
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more than 50% of our observations that have led to production) are more appropriable
than oil. Mineral resources are intrinsically more valuable, transportable and storable.
Moreover mineral resources exploitation is more labor intensive than oil production.17

On top of this, the exploitation of mineral resources is painful and requires hard work.
Such resources are thus more likely to raise individualistic incentives and behaviors. In
our opinion, this approach offers a valuable way to account for the opposite effects of
natural resources on individualism found in Di Tella et al. (2010) and our paper.

3.2 Robustness checks

In this sub-section, we perform a number of falsification tests that examine the robustness
of our main result. In particular, we pursue a number of strategies to determine whether
the correlations we uncover are driven by omitted variables or by selection.

Individual omitted variables

First of all, despite the large number of control variables used in the above regressions,
our results could be due to omitted individual variables. In table 3, we explore whether
the origin or the occupation of individuals can explain the relationship between mineral
resources and individualism.

Cultural origin: As pointed out by Grosjean (2011) among others, immigrants from
different origins have different values. In columns 1, 4, and 7 of table 3, we introduce
forty fixed effects that correspond to the individual’s ancestors country.18 The estimated
coefficient of the variable mineral state is unaltered by the introduction of this set of
variables.

Industry : It is also likely that the composition of occupations within states determines
part of individual preferences toward redistribution. Hence, in columns 2, 5, and 8 we
introduce industry fixed effects. The introduction of these variables leaves the estimated
coefficient of our variable of interest virtually unchanged.19

In columns 3, 6, and 9, we include both ancestors country and industry fixed ef-
fect. Estimated coefficients are unchanged. This result means that the effect of mineral
resources on individualistic values persists when controlling for origin or industry.

17As pointed in the introduction, there is anecdotical evidence that mining was very labor-intensive in
the early times of the development of mining industry. Still today, mining is more labor intensive that
oil extraction as shown by figure 11 presented in appendix. This figure plots the ratio of labor to value
added for both industries between 1998 and 2009.

18The question asked in the GSS is: “From what countries or part of the world did your ancestors
come? ”.

19The sampling of the General Social Survey is such that the number individuals working precisely
in the mining industry represents less than 0.5% of the sample. This makes impossible to draw any
particular results for this specific category of respondents.
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State-level omitted variables

The positive effect of mineral endowment on individualism could also be determined
by state-level omitted variables. In table 4, we add following control variables to our
specifications: region fixed effects, longitude of the state capital, population density,
political orientation, state per capita income, the coefficient of Gini, and mineral mining
dependency.20

Geographical bias : As shown by figure 2, the spatial distribution of mining activity
in the United States is broadly polarized between West and East. Hence, our correlation
could be driven by a simple omitted variable due to common characteristics shared by
geographically close states. This is why we use the regional divisions of the United States
Census Bureau as control variables. This division imply the use of four region fixed effects
for Northeast, Midwest, South and West. We control also for the West-East dispersion
of states using the longitude of the state capital. Columns 1, 8, and 15 of table 4 present
the results. The estimated coefficient of the mineral status remains significant in the
case of inequalities and assistance. The estimated coefficient when responsibility is the
dependent variables is no more significant, but not far from the 10% significance level.
These results confirm that the correlation between mineral resources and individualistic
values is strong in the West part of the country. However, the longitudinal position
of states does not seem to explain all the relationship between mineral resources and
individualism.

Population density : Diamond (2006) stresses that “Montanans tend to be conserva-
tive, and suspicious of governmental regulation. That attitude arose historically because
early settlers were living at low population density [...] ”. The geographical conditions of
Montana, in which many mineral discoveries took place, induces a very low population
density which could explain the attitudes of citizens and more particularly why individ-
uals in this state are more individualistic. As shown by table 4 in column 2, 9, and 16
the estimated coefficient of our variable of interest is unaffected by the introduction of
population density. The coefficient of population density is negative as expected.

Political orientation: As mentioned above, the values we consider as reflecting greater
individualism can also be simply associated to right-wing orientations. In order to show
that we are not capturing only right-wing ideas, we control for political orientation at
the state level using the Ranney index in columns 3, 10, and 17. We use a version of
the Ranney index that captures the extent to which either the Democratic or Republican
Party dominates the upper and lower houses of the state legislatures.21 This variable
increases when the Democratic Party dominates the state at the time of interview. As
shown by table 4, the estimated coefficient of our variable of interest is unaffected by
the introduction of this variable for the three dependent variables. The estimated coeffi-
cient of the Ranney index is logically negative. This means that people living in states
dominated by the Democratic Party have less individualistic values and support more

20All these variables are defined at the time of interview.
21See Berkowitz and Clay (2010) for more explanation on Ranney index building.
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redistribution.
Aggregate wealth: In columns 4, 11, and 18, we include income per capita in the state

at the time of interview to control for differences in aggregate wealth and development.
Adding income per capita in the regressions does not harm the significance, nor the
magnitude of the mineral status variable. As for current individual income (see above),
this result means that mineral resources have an effect on preferences for redistribution
which does not act solely through current aggregate income.

Inequalities : Next, we take into account the potential effect of inequalities in columns
5, 12, and 19. We introduce the Gini coefficient in the state at the time of interview
as a control variable. We find no significant relationship between this variable and in-
dividualism. Once again, this does not harm the estimated coefficient of our variable of
interest.

Share of mining activity : In columns 6, 13, and 20, we introduce local mineral mining
dependency of the state of residence at the time of interview as a control variable.22 Once
again the estimated coefficient of our variable of interest is unchanged.

We introduce all the above mentioned variables simultaneously in columns 7, 14, and
21 of table 4. The estimated coefficients of the variable of interest are consistent with
previous comments. All in all, the relationship between the variable mineral state and
our three measures of individualism appears robust to the introduction of a large set of
state-level covariates. Hence, we are confident that the effect of the mineral status is
not totally driven by omitted variables such as region fixed effects, longitude, population
density, political orientations, income per capita, inequalities or the mineral dependency.
However, the introduction of such variables changes the size of the coefficient of min-
eral state. The relative importance of such changes can be used to asses the potential
omitted variable bias as suggested by Altonji et al. (2005). This approach, implemented
in appendix, confirms that it is unlikely that supplementary omitted variables drive the
results presented here.

Selection

A concern about the relationship documented here is that it could be driven by a selection
effect, i.e. more individualistic individuals could have been attracted by the prevailing
“spirit” in mineral state or by the opportunities offered by these states. Similarly, a
specific “spirit” may push individuals who do not share this trait to move out. We can
identify three issues related to the selection effect.

The first two issues concern today’s self-selection. It is possible that non-individualistic
people may moved out of mineral state. By construction, this kind of migration would
mechanically foster the proportion of individualistic people in mineral states. Symmetri-
cally, more individualistic individuals could have been attracted to mineral states. This
interpretation is tackled in table 5. We create a dummy variable equals to one if respon-

22Mineral mining dependency is measured by the share of mining activity in the state GDP.
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dent as changed state since he was 16 years old. This also allows to check if movers are
more individualistic than non-movers. Furthermore, interacting this variable with the
mineral status variable, we are able to check if movers toward mineral states support
less redistribution than others. When the dependent variable is responsibility or assis-
tance we do not find any support for the hypothesis that movers are more individualistic
than non-movers, nor for the idea that mineral states could attract mainly individualis-
tic individuals. In the case of the variable inequalities the estimated coefficient on the
mover variable is significant and positive. This suggests that movers tend to be more
adverse to the reduction of income inequalities than non-movers. However the estimated
coefficient of the interaction term is negative, ruling out the former interpretation. The
other selection mechanism, i.e. the selection of less individualistic out of mineral states is
completely symmetric. Associated regressions are presented in table 21 in appendix. As
expected, results are converging. Hence, we can conclude that the relationship between
the mineral status of the state and the demand for redistribution and individualism is
not driven by contemporaneous selection effects.

The last issue is linked to initial selection of inhabitants of mineral states. Geographic
and economic conditions can lead to a selection of inhabitants across immigration des-
tinations. Mineral discoveries in the mid-19th century may have attracted individuals
characterized by specific traits. Such individuals are likely to be characterized by a very
small risk aversion, very developed entrepreneurship values, and ex-ante aversion for re-
distribution or public intervention in the economic activity. Settlement of such pioneers
– endowed with particular traits – would then launch the transmission of individualis-
tic values to next generations. The values observed in the late 20th century would thus
originate from a transmission of values from people who were individualistic before their
arrival in mineral states. In order to tackle this issue, we reverse the epidemiological
approach used in cultural economics. Following this approach, Americans inherited atti-
tudes toward various subject that reflect the culture of their ancestors’ origin country. If
initial selection took place, then American immigrants from more individualistic countries
should have settled in mineral states. A direct test of this hypothesis requires precise in-
formation about the origin of early settlers in the United States. Such information would
thus allow us to check whether there is systematic variations in origin countries among
individuals who settled in mineral or non-mineral states. Early information about ori-
gin countries are scarce. As noted by Grosjean (2011), early US Census data list only
few different origin countries. We thus directly use information provided by the General
Social Survey about ancestors’ countries. Table 6 presents origin countries listed in the
survey and the share of respondents living in mineral or non-mineral states for each origin
country. Some origins are well-balanced. For example, the population of Americans with
French or Italian ancestors is almost equally balanced across the two groups of states.
However, strong differences appear across other origins. For example, 83 percents of
Americans with Finnish ancestors live in non-mineral states. On the opposite, 86 per-
cents of respondents with Spanish ancestors live in mineral states. All in all, there are
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thus differences in allocation across origins. This argues in favor of the initial selection
hypothesis.

However, a complete validation of this hypothesis necessitates that individuals with
more individualistic culture settled in mineral states. In other terms, the lower the cul-
tural support for redistribution in a given origin country, the higher should be the share
of Americans from this country who initially migrated to mineral states. To check this,
we measure aversion for redistribution in a set of origin countries using the World Values
Survey. We construct the average answer by country to the following question: “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; 10 means you agree
completely with the statement on the right; and if your views fall somewhere in between,
you can choose any number in between. People should take more responsibility to pro-
vide for themselves versus The government should take more responsibility to ensure that
everyone is provided for.” This question is close enough to the question that we called
responsibility.23 We reverse the scale of answers such that answers reflect increasing sup-
port for individual self-responsibility. Figure 6 presents the positive relationship between
the support for individual responsibility in home countries and the support individual
responsibility among Americans of first and second generations from different origins.
Information available in the General Social Survey and in the World Values Survey only
enable to obtain both variables for 28 origin countries.

Then, we check whether Americans originating from countries that support more
individual self-responsibility are more likely to be found in mineral states. To achieve
this, we plot the share of individuals from different origins that live in these states against
the average support for individual self responsibility in their origin country. We expect
initial selection to show up under the form of a increasing relationship between both
variables. As shown by figure 7, the relationship is not increasing.24 In other words, the
share of Americans of a given origin living in mineral states is not increasing as support
for individual self-responsibility in their origin country increases. This indirect approach
invalidates the hypothesis that our results are driven by initial selection of Americans
pioneers.

All in all, we do not find convincing evidence that our results are driven by current
or initial selection. However, note that the evidence we present against initial selection
is indirect.

23Recall that responsibility is the answer, on a 5 items scale, to the following question: “Some people
think that the government in Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living
of all poor Americans. Other people think it is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person
should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself on this scale? ”.

24If anything, the relationship may be considered as decreasing. Such an interpretation would go
against the initial selection hypothesis.
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Spurious correlation

Two other falsification exercises can be proposed to check that the relationship we are
presenting is not purely spurious. Both rely on random allocations of the mineral status.

First, we randomly assign each individual to a new state, leaving the mineral status of
the state unchanged. We estimate 1, 000 times equation (1) with individual covariates (as
in table 2) and present the distributions of estimated coefficients of mineral state in left
sub-figures of figure 9 presented in appendix for each of the three dependent variables.
Only 0.3% of randomly simulated coefficients are above the estimated coefficient of min-
eral state in table 2 if the dependent variable is responsibility. Corresponding numbers
amount 0% for inequalities and 0% for assistance.

Second, we randomly assign the mineral status of each state, leaving unchanged the
individual composition of each state. We estimate 1, 000 times equation (1) with indi-
vidual covariates (as in table 2) and present the distributions of estimated coefficients
of mineral state in right sub-figures of figures 9 presented in appendix for each of the
three dependent variables. Only 6.7% of randomly simulated coefficients are above the
estimated coefficient of mineral state in table 2 if the dependent variable is responsibil-
ity. Corresponding numbers amount 0.3% for inequalities and 2.5% for assistance. Note
that the results of this exercise are less favorable than those of the first one. This is
unsurprising since the procedure we implement is more likely to reproduce the original
sample.

These falsification exercises make us confident that the relationship we document is
not purely spurious.

3.3 Beyond opposition to public intervention

The phrasing of the questions used until this point of the paper points to intervention
of the government in economic activity, and most particularly to the redistribution of
income. In this sub-section, we first investigate whether the opposition to redistribution
we observe is not driven by a broad distrust toward institutions and the government
in general. Then, we attempt to check whether this opposition to public redistribution
in states with more mineral resources translate into different effective behaviors toward
volunteering and charitable giving at the individual level.

Individualism or distrust in institutions?

In table 16, presented in appendix, we rule out the possibility that we are documenting a
broad distrust to the government and not a specific effect of mineral status on individu-
alism. We measure the general trust in the government and in television using questions
of the General Social Survey. The common question reads as “I am going to name some
institutions in this country. As far as the people running these institutions are concerned,
would you say you have a great deal of confidence, only some confidence, or hardly any
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confidence at all in them? ”. We use answers for the following institutions: “Executive
branch of the federal government”, “Congress” and “Television”. We find no significant
relationship between our mineral status variable and confidence in the government or in
television. This suggests that we are indeed documenting a relationship from mineral
resources to individualism and not a broad distrust in public institutions.

Volunteering and charitable giving

Redistribution is a multifaceted phenomenon that may be organized through formal insti-
tutions. It may also arise through decentralized individual decisions, e.g. through charity
or volunteer work. Here, we investigate whether the stronger opposition to federal public
intervention by residents of mineral states is compensated by local individual actions. To
achieve this, we look at the activity of non-profit organizations in different states and at
private charity. Individuals can exhibit more or less solidarity either by taking specific
material actions (e.g. volunteering) or by giving money to others (e.g. charitable giving).

In the General Social Survey, the number of individuals who have been asked about
effective volunteering in non-profit organizations is too low to be used in any statistical
analysis.25 However, the survey conveys some information about membership of non-
profit organizations. For example, respondents are asked whether they are member of
following organizations: fraternal groups, service clubs, veterans’ groups, political clubs,
labor unions, sports groups, youth groups, school service groups, hobby or garden clubs,
school fraternities or sororities, nationality groups, farm organizations, literary, art, dis-
cussion or study groups, professional or academic societies, church-affiliated groups, and
any other groups. We constructed a dummy variable equal to 1 if the respondent belongs
to any of these organizations. In the first column of table 9, we regress this variable on
the the mineral status of the state and other individual covariates. Individuals living in
mineral states are 3% less likely to belong to one of the organizations listed above. In
column 2, we restrict the sample to individuals who belong at least to one group and
use the number of groups they belong to as dependent variable. On average, respondents
living in mineral states belong to one less group than others, conditional on being member
of at least one group.26

These individual-level observation is consistent with comparisons across states. Using
information provided by the National Center for Charitable Statistics,27 we computed
the number of non-profit organizations by state and compared mineral and non-mineral
states. On average, there is 13 organizations per 10, 000 inhabitants less in mineral
states28 and 66 for non-mineral states. The difference is statistically significant at the 1%

25Still, in 1996 some respondents have been asked whether they did some volunteer work over the
past year. The share of respondents who declared such activity is lower in states with lots of mineral
resources.

26Conditional on being member of at least one group, the average number of groups respondents belong
to equals 2.5.

27http://nccs.urban.org
28In 2008, there was 60 non-profit organizations per 10, 000 inhabitants in the United States. This

value amounts 53 for mineral state
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significance level.
Questions about money given to charity organizations have been asked only in the

2002 and 2004 waves of the GSS. The question is about the frequency to which the
respondent has given to a charity over the the past 12 months. Interviewed individuals
are asked to answer by choosing on a 6 items scale where 1 means “more than once a
week ”, 5 means “once in the past year ”, and 6 stands for “not at all in the past year ”.
In column 3 of table 9, the dependent variable equals 1 if the respondent has given any
money to a charity over the past 12 months. The estimated coefficient of the variable of
interest lies just at the border of the 10% level of statistical significance. Individuals living
in mineral states are 3% less likely to have given any money to a charity over the past
year. In column 4, we restrict the sample to those who gave to charity and use the scale
of frequency as dependent variable. We reverse the scale such that it reflects increasing
frequency in giving. Conditional of having given any money, we do not find any difference
in the frequency of giving between individuals living in mineral and non-mineral states.

There is no question about the amount of money that is really given to non-profit or
charity organizations in the General Social Survey. To check whether effective giving is
different or not in mineral and non-mineral states, we rely on state comparisons using
data provided by The Catalogue for Philanthropy29 about charitable contributions in
2002 and by Havens and Schervish (2006) for 2004.30 We compared amounts given in
absolute value and as a share of average after tax income. We do not find any evidence
of differences between amounts given in mineral and non-mineral states.31

All in all, these results show that individuals living in states with lots of mineral
resources are less likely to engage in collective activities and to report charitable giving.
This does not seem to translate into less frequent giving, nor into lower charitable giving
in absolute or relative terms.

4 Identification of channels

Results presented in section 3 show the importance of mineral resources for individualistic
orientations. In the introduction, we stressed two potential channels through which values
are formed: the transmission channel and the experience channel. In this section we
identify both channels and show that both matter.

4.1 The experience channel

The experience channel is linked to the direct effect mineral resources abundance on
individualistic values. Values depend on events that happened during the life of an

29http://www.catalogueforphilanthropy.org
30Both sources use data from the IRS.
31Average reported charitable giving amounts 2% of income in the United States in 2002. Statistical

tests strongly reject any difference in this value between both groups of states.
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individual. Hence, “shocks” on mineral resources abundance are likely to shape directly
the values help by individuals if they have been affected by these shocks.

The best way to identify this channel would be to exploit a natural experiment as
in Di Tella et al. (2007). Unfortunately, it is impossible to implement this methodology
according to the nature of our data. As underlined in section 2, mineral discoveries occurs
in the US until the late 60’s and data on individualism are available since the mid-70’s.
Moreover, the General Social Survey does not provide information on the city of birth
but only if the respondent was living in the same state when it was 16 years old. This
information allows to control (partially) for the question of migration but is a limit to
the implementation of a natural experiment.

To overcome this issue we propose another methodology in order to identify the expe-
rience channel. Focusing on states with mineral resources, we now distinguish between
individuals who observed mineral resources discoveries in the state when they where
young and those who did not. This strategy imposes us to focus only on individuals who
did not change state between early adulthood and the time of interview. Indeed, let us
recall that we are not able to know where individuals were living when they were young.
Instead, we know if they stayed in the same state. These conditions lead us to restrict
the number of observations used. As show by table 13, presented in appendix, we only
use 29% of the full sample in regressions presented in this sub-section.

We create a dummy variable equals to one if the respondent is likely to have observed
mineral resources discoveries between 18 and 25.32 This period corresponds to the “im-
pressionable years” hypothesis presented above. In this subsection, we estimate equation
(2), i.e. we compare individuals living in states with large mineral resources endowment
who experienced mineral discoveries during their “impressionable years” to those living
in the same group of states but who did not experience mineral discoveries during their
“impressionable years”. More than one third of the individuals have experienced mineral
discoveries during their impressionable years.

Figure 8 presents the share of each cohort who observed mineral discoveries. Esti-
mated coefficients of equation (2) for dependent variables responsibility, inequalities and
assistance are presented in table 7. The estimated coefficient of the variable mineral
discoveries observed is always positive and significantly different from zero. This means
that having observed mineral discoveries fosters individualism and harms the individual
demand of redistribution. The estimated coefficient is about 0.08 when responsibility is
the dependent variable. As a comparison, the effect of being protestant equals 0.26, the
reference being “none/other”; whereas the estimated effect of being married equals 0.18.
Hence, the effect of observed mineral discoveries on responsibility is of the same order
of magnitude as the one of religion or marital status. Moreover, this effect represents
up to half of the effect of being married, one of the variables with the largest effect on
responsibility. In the case of inequalities and assistance, the effect is even stronger. The

32Let us recall that this dummy variable equals 1 if there was any mineral discoveries in the state were
an individual was living when aged between 18 and 25.
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estimated coefficients of the variable mineral discoveries observed are larger compared to
the coefficients in table 2. The magnitude of estimated coefficients of the variable mineral
discoveries observed suggests that the effect of having observed mineral resources discov-
eries is slightly larger than the simple effect of the mineral status previously estimated.

In what follows, we present now objections that can be raised against the identification
of the experience channel and show that it is robust to the introduction of a large number
of covariates.

First, we introduce origin and industry fixed effects as previously done in table 3.
Estimated coefficients presented in table 22 in appendix show that the effect of mineral
discoveries observed holds for all dependent variable when taking origin and industry
into account separately. In addition, this coefficient is still positive and significant for
inequalities and assistance if we include both sets of fixed effects simultaneously.

Second, we face the same concerns about state-level omitted variables as those raised
above. Accordingly, we introduce the population density, political orientation, per capita
income, the Gini coefficient, and the measure of mining dependency in table 23 pre-
sented in appendix.33 Estimated coefficients show that our results still hold except for
responsibility with the inclusion of state population density or per capita income.

An obvious requirement when estimating equation (2) is to take into account other
factors that may have shaped values during impressionable years. In appendix, table
24 presents estimated coefficients of mineral discoveries observed when introducing such
variables as covariates. We first introduce birth cohort fixed effects in columns 1, 5,
and 9. The estimated coefficient of our variable of interest is unchanged whatever the
dependent variable. Second, we include the variable past family income in columns 2,
6, and 10 to control for respondent’s situation when it was 16 years old.34 Estimated
coefficients of the variable of interest are still positive and statistically significant except
for assistance. In columns 3, 7, and 11, we control for the past per capita income defined
at the state level when the respondent was 20 years old. Results still hold. Last, we
control for parents education using a set of dummy variables in columns 4, 8, and 12.
Once again, the estimated coefficient of mineral discoveries observed stay positive and
significant, except for assistance.35

By underlying the role of mineral discoveries during early adulthood, these results
show that mineral discoveries strengthens individualistic values in the population. This
supports the idea that experiences of mineral discoveries play a role in the formation of
individualistic values.

33Unlike in table 4, we do not control for geographical bias in table 23. Here, we focus explicitly on
mineral states. Such covariates would thus be irrelevant.

34Past family income is the answer, on a 5 items scale, to the following question: “Thinking about the
time when you were 16 years old, compared with American families in general then, would you say your
family income was far below average, below average, average, above average, or far above average? ”.

35Estimating equation (2) only on individuals for which past family income or parents education are
available suggests that this is not the introduction of this variable that makes the variable of interest not
significant, but the smaller size of the sample.
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4.2 The transmission channel

This channel is linked to the question of transmission and persistence of beliefs. It occurs
within the society, across and within generations. In order to uncover the transmission
channel, we compare individuals living in states with large mineral resources endow-
ment who does not experienced mineral discoveries during their “impressionable years”
to those living in states without mineral resources. In other words, we estimate again
equation (1), but excluding individuals who experienced mineral discoveries during their
“impressionable years”. This cleans out the effect of the experience channel.

Estimated coefficients of equation (1) for dependent variables responsibility, inequal-
ities and assistance are presented in table 8. The estimated coefficient of the variable
mineral state are lower than in table 2. In column 1, when responsibility is the dependent
variable, the estimated coefficient of the variable of interest is not statistically signifi-
cant. The estimated coefficient is about 0.11 when inequalities is the dependent variable.
In the case of assistance, the estimated coefficient of the mineral status is positive and
statistically significant, but smaller than in table 2.

In what follows, we present now objections that can be raised against the identification
of the transmission channel and show that it is robust to the introduction of a large
number of covariates.

As above, we introduce origin country and industry fixed effects as explanatory vari-
ables in table 25, presented in appendix. As the estimated coefficient of the variable of
interest is estimated to be significant for responsibility and inequalities when introducing
both sets of fixed effects, it is just below the 10% significance level when assistance is the
dependent variable.

In table 26, presented in appendix, we replicate exercises of table 4 by introducing
state-level variables. We control separately for geographical characteristics, population
density, political orientation, per capita income, inequalities, and mineral dependency.
Evidence that values persist are weak for responsibility when introducing these variables.
On the opposite, the estimated coefficient of mineral state remains highly significant and
remarkably stable across specifications when the dependent variable is inequalities or
assistance.

These results point out that there is a transmission of individualistic values in mineral
states: individual living in states with lots of mineral resources are more individualistic
than others even if they did not experienced mineral discoveries during their impression-
able years.

4.3 Persistence across time

As the two above sub-sections show that both experience and transmission matter in the
evolution of individualistic values associated with mineral resources, an natural question
that arises concerns the strength of persistence. To tackle this question, we focus only
on individuals living in states with mineral resources and construct for each of them a
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“distance to discoveries”.
This requires us to define a “peak” of mineral discoveries for each state by taking

the five years period with the most discoveries. According to all the former results, this
“peak” should be a key date in the evolution of mineral resources related individualism
in the state. Then, we construct the distance to discoveries of each individual by taking
the difference between the year of interview and the “peak” in the state.36

The effect of the distance to discoveries on individualism is presented in table 14 in
appendix. The estimated coefficient of this variable is negative and statistically signif-
icant only when responsibility is the dependent variable. This patterns seems coherent
with other results presented in this paper since responsibility is the dependent variable
for which evidence of persistence were weaker. On the contrary, estimated coefficients
presented in table 14 suggest that attenuation is weak for inequalities or assistance. All
in all, these results confirm the strong persistence of individualistic values associated with
mineral resources. In other words, the effect of mineral resources on individualism seems
to vanish very slowly, if it ever does.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we show that there is a strong relationship between mineral resources abun-
dance and individualism. Individuals living in states with lots of mineral resources are
more individualistic and support less redistribution than others. This result is robust to
various alternative explanations. We also show that this opposition to public intervention
at the federal level is not compensated by higher engagement in non-profit organizations
or higher charitable giving in states with large mineral resources endowments.

This relationship may arise either because of the transmission of specific values within
the society across time, or because of direct observations of mineral resources discoveries
by individuals. We uncover these two channels and show that both matter. In states
with lots of mineral resources, individuals who observed resources discoveries during their
early adulthood are also more individualistic and support less redistribution than others.
In the same time, individuals living in states with lots of mineral resources but who
did not experienced mineral resources discoveries during their impressionable years are
more individualistic than those who live in states without mineral resources. A back of
the envelope calculation suggests that updates induced by mineral discoveries during the
twentieth century explain up to 45% of the overall difference in individualism between
inhabitants of mineral and non-mineral states. The remaining part is explained by the
transmission of inherited values. All in all, results presented in this paper stress the high
persistence of individualistic values associated with mineral resources.

36We restrict the sample to individuals living in state for which the “peak” can be clearly identified as
period where the number of discoveries is substantially higher than during other periods.
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Figure 1: Distribution of mineral resources discoveries in the United Sates (1800-2000).

Source: Mineral Resources Data System.

Figure 2: Distribution of mines in the United States (1800-2000).

Source: Mineral Resources Data System. Deeper grey indicates higher number of mines. Lighter grey indicates no mines.
This map is constructed from data presented in table 10 presented in appendix.
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Figure 3: Responsibility by state (1975-2004).

Source: General Social Survey. Deeper red indicates higher average answer. Mean by state of the answer, on a scale from
1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington should do everything possible to
improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it is not the government’s responsibility, and that
each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself on this scale? ”. Data are missing for Nevada and
Nebraska.

Figure 4: Inequalities by state (1975-2004).

Source: General Social Survey. Deeper green indicates higher average answer. Mean by state of the answer, on a scale
from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington ought to reduce the income
differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance
to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern itself with reducing this income difference between the
rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you feel? ”. Data are missing for Nevada and Nebraska.

30



Figure 5: Assistance by state (1975-2004).

Source: General Social Survey. Deeper blue indicates higher average answer. Mean by state of the answer, on a scale from
1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved easily
or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each one I’d like you to tell me whether you think
we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right amount. Are we spending too much, too little,
or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”. Data are missing for Nevada and Nebraska.

Figure 6: Relationship between responsibility in origin countries and responsibility among
first and second generations Americans.

Sources: General Social Survey and World Values Survey. Origin country is determined using the answer to the following
question: “From what countries or part of the world did your ancestors come? ”. Responsibility among Americans is
constructed using first and second generations Americans. Responsibility in origin country is constructed using the average
answer by country to the following question from the World Values Survey: “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; 10 means you agree completely with the statement on the right; and if your views fall somewhere in between, you can
choose any number in between. People should take more responsibility to provide for themselves versus The government
should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for.” The scale of answers is reversed such that answers
reflect increasing support for individual self-responsibility.
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Figure 7: Relationship between responsibility in origin countries and the share of indi-
viduals living in mineral rather than non-mineral states.

Sources: General Social Survey andWorld Values Survey. See notes of table 6. Responsibility in origin country is constructed
using the average answer by country to the following question from the World Values Survey: “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; 10 means you agree completely with the statement on the right; and if your views fall somewhere in
between, you can choose any number in between. People should take more responsibility to provide for themselves versus
The government should take more responsibility to ensure that everyone is provided for.” The scale of answers is reversed
such that answers reflect increasing support for individual self-responsibility.

Figure 8: Share of cohort who observed mineral discoveries during impressionable years.

Sources: Mineral Resources Data System and General Social Survey. The share of cohort who observed mineral discoveries
during impressionable years may be equal to 1 or 0 for some cohorts because we have only few respondents born respectively
in some specific years. This is particularly likely for cohorts born before 1900.
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Table 1: Mean-comparison tests.

Observations Mean Standard error P-value of t-test

Responsibility
Mineral states 8776 2.92 .012
Non-mineral states 9072 2.88 .012
Difference .041 .017 .0094

Inequalities
Mineral states 9716 3.81 .020
Non-mineral states 10340 3.65 .019
Difference .163 .028 .0000

Assistance
Mineral states 6581 1.47 .008
Non-mineral states 6680 1.44 .008
Difference .036 .012 .0010

Reported p-values are associated to the following test: E(Y |Mineral states) > E(Y |Non mineral states) where Y is re-
sponsibility, inequalities, or assistance. See the text for the distinction between mineral states and non-mineral states.
Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in
Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it
is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself
on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the
government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the
taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern
itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you
feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in
this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each
one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right
amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 2: Residence in a mineral state and individualism.

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility Inequalities Assistance

Mineral state 0.046** 0.146*** 0.043***
(0.019) (0.031) (0.013)

Male 0.143*** 0.287*** 0.043***
(0.017) (0.028) (0.012)

Age -0.128*** -0.044 -0.065***
(0.032) (0.048) (0.021)

Age2 0.018*** 0.009* 0.010***
(0.003) (0.005) (0.002)

Married 0.164*** 0.273*** 0.071***
(0.019) (0.031) (0.012)

Protestant 0.213*** 0.306*** 0.058***
(0.023) (0.041) (0.017)

Catholic 0.082*** 0.165*** -0.005
(0.028) (0.044) (0.019)

Education 0.034*** 0.094*** 0.012***
(0.004) (0.005) (0.002)

Employed 0.098*** 0.049 0.051***
(0.021) (0.032) (0.014)

White 0.521*** 0.695*** 0.240***
(0.028) (0.039) (0.014)

Income 0.050*** 0.078*** 0.016***
(0.006) (0.008) (0.004)

Observations 17,848 20,056 13,261
Adjusted R-squared 0.086 0.084 0.057

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term and year fixed effects. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent lives
in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Responsibility
is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington
should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it is not the
government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself on this
scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the government
in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of
wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern itself
with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you feel? ”.
Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in this
country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each
one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right
amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 3: Residence in a mineral state and individualism: controlling for ancestors’ country
and industry fixed effects.

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility

Mineral state 0.045** 0.060*** 0.059***
(0.019) (0.020) (0.021)

Origin country fixed effects Yes Yes
Industry fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 16,926 14,081 13,408
Adjusted R-squared 0.086 0.090 0.088

(4) (5) (6)
Inequalities

Mineral state 0.142*** 0.119*** 0.113***
(0.032) (0.033) (0.034)

Origin country fixed effects Yes Yes
Industry fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 18,984 15,806 15,029
Adjusted R-squared 0.087 0.083 0.086

(7) (8) (9)
Assistance

Mineral state 0.046*** 0.033** 0.039**
(0.013) (0.015) (0.015)

Origin country fixed effects Yes Yes
Industry fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 12,573 10,441 9,931
Adjusted R-squared 0.057 0.063 0.062

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual co-
variates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. Mineral state is
equal to 1 if the respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation
of other covariates. Origin country fixed effects are created using the answer to the following question: “From what coun-
tries or part of the world did your ancestors come? ”. Industry fixed effects are created using a 10 items classification.
Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in
Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it
is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself
on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the
government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the
taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern
itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you
feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in
this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each
one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right
amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 4: Residence in a mineral state and individualism: controlling for state-level vari-
ables.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Responsibility

Mineral state 0.030 0.039** 0.044** 0.060*** 0.052** 0.045** 0.039
(0.026) (0.020) (0.019) (0.018) (0.023) (0.019) (0.031)

Longitude 0.023 -0.109
(0.144) (0.180)

Population density -0.016* 0.001
(0.008) (0.011)

Ranney index -0.174*** -0.142**
(0.056) (0.069)

Per capita income -0.019*** -0.014**
(0.003) (0.006)

Gini coefficient -0.150 -0.273
(0.553) (0.701)

Mineral dependency -0.003 -0.017
(0.010) (0.011)

Region fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 17,848 17,848 17,755 17,848 14,760 17,848 14,693
Adjusted R-squared 0.088 0.086 0.087 0.088 0.092 0.086 0.095

(8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14)
Inequalities

Mineral state 0.089** 0.142*** 0.139*** 0.163*** 0.155*** 0.146*** 0.122**
(0.041) (0.032) (0.031) (0.031) (0.039) (0.031) (0.048)

Longitude 0.300 -0.019
(0.258) (0.320)

Population density -0.011 0.007
(0.013) (0.016)

Ranney index -0.410*** -0.365***
(0.074) (0.104)

Per capita income -0.022*** 0.001
(0.006) (0.009)

Gini coefficient 0.452 -0.083
(0.941) (1.040)

Mineral dependency -0.002 -0.014
(0.012) (0.014)

Region fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 20,056 20,056 19,959 20,056 16,926 20,056 16,856
Adjusted R-squared 0.086 0.084 0.086 0.085 0.086 0.084 0.089

(15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)
Assistance

Mineral state 0.065*** 0.032** 0.042*** 0.050*** 0.046*** 0.043*** 0.071***
(0.018) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.018) (0.013) (0.023)

Longitude 0.193* 0.124
(0.101) (0.143)

Population density -0.025*** -0.002
(0.005) (0.008)

Ranney index 0.029 0.045
(0.038) (0.051)

Per capita income -0.010*** -0.006
(0.002) (0.004)

Gini coefficient 0.105 0.349
(0.425) (0.499)

Mineral dependency 0.004 0.002
(0.008) (0.010)

Region fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 13,261 13,261 13,177 13,261 9,679 13,261 9,633
Adjusted R-squared 0.060 0.059 0.057 0.058 0.061 0.057 0.065

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS re-
gressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual covariates:
gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. Mineral state is equal to 1 if
the respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of individual
covariates. See footnotes of other tables for the definitions of responsibility, inequalities, and assistance. See the appendix
for a presentation of state-level covariates.
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Table 5: Residence in a mineral state and individualism: movers incidence.

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility Inequalities Assistance

Mineral State (A) 0.054** 0.196*** 0.044***
(0.023) (0.039) (0.015)

Mover (B) 0.012 0.112** -0.002
(0.028) (0.048) (0.019)

A×B -0.030 -0.160** 0.000
(0.037) (0.064) (0.025)

Observations 17,742 19,940 13,201
Adjusted R-squared 0.086 0.084 0.057

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual co-
variates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. Mineral state is
equal to 1 if the respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation
of other covariates. Mover is equal to 1 if the respondent does not live in the same state as when it was 16 years old.
Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in
Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it
is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself
on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the
government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the
taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern
itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you
feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in
this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each
one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right
amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 7: Experience channel: Mineral resources discoveries during impressionable years
and individualism.

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility Inequalities Assistance

Mineral discoveries observed 0.084** 0.178*** 0.051**
(0.036) (0.058) (0.024)

Male 0.169*** 0.282*** 0.026
(0.034) (0.051) (0.023)

Age -0.137** -0.048 -0.059
(0.061) (0.097) (0.040)

Age2 0.017*** 0.005 0.009**
(0.006) (0.010) (0.004)

Married 0.180*** 0.249*** 0.090***
(0.030) (0.059) (0.024)

Protestant 0.263*** 0.315*** 0.058**
(0.035) (0.078) (0.027)

Catholic 0.073 0.088 0.009
(0.045) (0.080) (0.031)

Education 0.042*** 0.086*** 0.013***
(0.007) (0.010) (0.005)

Employed 0.103** 0.092 0.055*
(0.041) (0.066) (0.029)

White 0.482*** 0.717*** 0.223***
(0.048) (0.066) (0.025)

Income 0.048*** 0.069*** 0.029***
(0.012) (0.015) (0.007)

Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes

Observations 5,218 5,803 3,952
Adjusted R-squared 0.091 0.079 0.064

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term. The sample is restricted to individuals living in mineral states
at the time of interview and when they were young. Mineral discoveries observed equals 1 if there has been mineral
discoveries in the state during the respondent’s impressionable years. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates.
Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in
Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it
is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself
on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the
government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the
taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern
itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you
feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in
this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each
one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right
amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 8: Transmission channel: Residence in a mineral state and individualism, excluding
individuals who experienced discoveries during their impressionable years.

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility Inequalities Assistance

Mineral state 0.033 0.109*** 0.033**
(0.020) (0.033) (0.014)

Male 0.144*** 0.293*** 0.042***
(0.018) (0.030) (0.012)

Age -0.144*** -0.079 -0.073***
(0.034) (0.048) (0.022)

Age2 0.020*** 0.013*** 0.011***
(0.003) (0.005) (0.002)

Married 0.155*** 0.264*** 0.060***
(0.020) (0.033) (0.013)

Protestant 0.200*** 0.284*** 0.049***
(0.025) (0.044) (0.017)

Catholic 0.089*** 0.163*** -0.013
(0.029) (0.047) (0.020)

Education 0.032*** 0.098*** 0.012***
(0.004) (0.006) (0.003)

Employed 0.101*** 0.039 0.052***
(0.022) (0.034) (0.014)

White 0.519*** 0.677*** 0.235***
(0.029) (0.042) (0.014)

Income 0.048*** 0.079*** 0.015***
(0.006) (0.008) (0.004)

Year fixed effects Yes Yes Yes

Observations 15,927 17,816 11,863
Adjusted R-squared 0.085 0.084 0.054

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent lives in a state with lots
of mineral resources, 0 if not. The sample is restricted to individuals living outside mineral states and individuals living
in mineral states but who did not experienced any discoveries during their impressionable years. See the appendix for a
presentation of other covariates. Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some
people think that the government in Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor
Americans. Other people think it is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself.
Where would you place yourself on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question:
“Some people think that the government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the
poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the
government should not concern itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...]
comes closest to the way you feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are
faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some
of these problems, and for each one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too
little money, or about the right amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to
the poor? ”.
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Table 9: Residence in a mineral state, participation to non-profit organizations, and
charitable giving.

Dependent variables in columns’ heads.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Member of Number Charity Frequency of
any group of groups giving charity giving

Mineral state -0.030*** -0.091** -0.032 -0.029
(0.009) (0.038) (0.019) (0.053)

Male 0.045*** 0.074* -0.076*** 0.044
(0.008) (0.038) (0.018) (0.049)

Age 0.020 0.098 0.047 0.044
(0.015) (0.061) (0.035) (0.088)

Age2 0.001 -0.005 -0.001 0.006
(0.002) (0.006) (0.003) (0.008)

Married 0.055*** 0.031 0.105*** 0.214***
(0.010) (0.038) (0.019) (0.057)

Protestant 0.103*** 0.349*** 0.046** 0.085*
(0.014) (0.058) (0.020) (0.048)

Catholic 0.064*** 0.368*** 0.038* 0.205**
(0.014) (0.066) (0.022) (0.078)

Education 0.037*** 0.188*** 0.022*** 0.038***
(0.001) (0.008) (0.003) (0.009)

Employed 0.043*** 0.017 0.061** 0.039
(0.009) (0.039) (0.027) (0.059)

White -0.004 -0.050 0.049* -0.029
(0.013) (0.051) (0.028) (0.069)

Income 0.020*** 0.031** 0.036*** 0.039***
(0.002) (0.013) (0.004) (0.011)

Observations 13,146 9,208 1,934 1,538
Adjusted R-squared 0.102 0.106 0.159 0.061

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term and year fixed effects. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent
lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. In column
1, the dependent variable is equal to 1 if the respondent is member of any of the following organizations: fraternal groups,
service clubs, veterans’ groups, political clubs, labor unions, sports groups, youth groups, school service groups, hobby
or garden clubs, school fraternities or sororities, nationality groups, farm organizations, literary, art, discussion or study
groups, professional or academic societies, church-affiliated groups, and any other groups. In column 2, the dependent
variable is the number of different groups to which the respondent belongs. In columns 3, the dependent variable equal 1
if the respondent as given any money to a charity over the past 12 months. In column 4, the dependent variable indicates
the frequency of charitable giving, conditional of any giving over the past 12 months. The dependent variable ranges from
1 for “once in the past year ” to 5 for “more than once a week ”. In columns 3 and 4, the sample is restricted to respondents
who were interviewed in 2002 or 2004.
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Appendix

Assessing the importance of the omitted variables bias

The introduction of additional explanatory variables changes the size of the coefficient of
mineral state. The relative importance of such changes can be used to asses the potential
omitted variable bias as suggested by Altonji et al. (2005). Here, we follow the method
as implemented by Bellows and Miguel (2009) using ordinary least squares.

In table 17, we present the estimated coefficient of the variable mineral state when
different sets of covariates are introduced. No covariates are included in columns 1, 4,
and 7. In columns 2, 5, and 8 we introduce the set of individual characteristics already
presented. In columns 3, 6, and 9, we add all state-level variables. In order to make
coefficients comparable across specifications, we restrict the sample of observations to
individuals for which all individual as well as state-level variables are available.

In the upper part of table 17, the dependent variable is responsibility. The comparison
of the coefficient of the variable of interest across columns does not convey any informa-
tion. In the bottom part of the table, the dependent variable is assistance. In this case,
the estimated coefficient of mineral state is equal to 0.042 without covariates, to 0.047

with individual characteristics only, and to 0.071 with individual and state characteris-
tics. It is thus increasing as we introduce covariates. This suggests that it is unlikely
that the effect of mineral state fades away if supplementary variables were introduced
(see Altonji et al. (2005) or Bellows and Miguel (2009)).

In the middle part of the table, the dependent variable is assistance. In this case,
the estimated coefficient of mineral state is equal to 0.173 without covariates, to 0.159

with individual characteristics only, and to 0.122 with individual and state characteris-
tics. It is thus decreasing as covariates are introduced. Accordingly, this suggests that
the further inclusion of more controls would lower the estimated effect of mineral state.
The change of the coefficient between columns 4 and 5 amounts 0.014. Following Bellows
and Miguel (2009), this implies that the explanatory power of further individual charac-
teristics should be more than 11 times larger than the one of observed characteristics to
eradicate the effect of the variable of interest. The change of the coefficient of mineral
state between columns 5 and 6 amounts 0.037. The same calculation as above implies
that the explanatory power of further state characteristics should be 3.3 times larger that
the one of observed state characteristics to cancel the effect of the variable of interest.

All in all, these results make us confident that results are not driven by omitted
variables.
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Figure 9: Falsification tests.

(a) Randomization at the individual level: Respon-
sibility as dependent variable.

(b) Randomization at the state level: Responsibility
as dependent variable.

(c) Randomization at the individual level: Inequal-
ities as dependent variable.

(d) Randomization at the state level: Inequalities
as dependent variable.

(e) Randomization at the individual level: Assis-
tance as dependent variable.

(f) Randomization at the state level: Assistance as
dependent variable.

Each figure is the distribution of coefficients of mineral state from 1, 000 estimations of equation (1) with individual
covariates. Under “randomization at the individual level”, each simulation randomly assigns each individual to a new state,
keeping the mineral status of the state unchanged. Under “randomization at the state level”, each simulation randomly
assign the mineral status of each state, leaving unchanged the individual composition of each state. Vertical lines indicate
estimated coefficients of mineral state as in table 2 for each dependent variable.
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Table 10: Distribution of mineral resources.

Points Mines Points Mines

Non-mineral states South Carolina 1 1
Delaware 0 0 Vermont 1 1
District of Columbia 0 0 Virginia 1 1
Hawaii 1 0
Illinois 9 0 Mineral states
Indiana 0 0 New Hampshire 10 3
Iowa 0 0 New York 12 4
Kansas 0 0 Florida 28 5
Kentucky 0 0 Georgia 82 5
Maryland 4 0 Arkansas 14 6
Massachusetts 1 0 Oklahoma 144 47
Michigan 0 0 Wyoming 370 54
Minnesota 2 0 Idaho 237 67
Mississippi 0 0 North Carolina 134 77
Nebraska 0 0 New Jersey 238 224
North Dakota 0 0 South Dakota 395 272
Ohio 0 0 Washington 1598 298
Pennsylvania 8 0 Texas 629 427
Tennessee 5 0 Colorado 1411 546
West Virginia 3 0 New Mexico 947 588
Wisconsin 1 0 Montana 1382 663
Alabama 1 1 Alaska 2432 727
Connecticut 3 1 Arizona 2475 1358
Louisiana 1 1 Utah 2327 1377
Maine 15 1 Nevada 2648 1385
Missouri 1 1 California 4138 1493
Rhode Island 3 1 Oregon 4850 3840

Source: Mineral Resources Data System. Points is the number of entries in the data set. Mines is the number of places
where mining has been operated. Mineral states are all sates with a number of mines larger than the median.

Table 11: Major commodities, by type of observation.

Occurrence % Prospect % Production % Total %

Copper 14,6 30,9 9,5 12,6
Gold 31,3 48,2 30,8 31,6
Iron 2,5 1,3 1,8 2,1
Lead 8,1 18,5 10,0 9,4
Silver 13,8 28,8 18,2 16,6
Tungsten 3,7 3,1 3,0 3,3
Uranium 8,6 3,4 5,2 6,7
Zinc 4,2 12,7 3,4 4,1
Other 38,7 19,4 44,7 41,0

Source: Mineral Resources Data System. The sum of percentages is not equal to 100 because the same resource may contain
several commodities. Occurrence: No production has taken place and there has been no or little activity since discovery.
Prospect : Work such as surface trenching, adits, or shafts, drill holes, extensive geophysics, geochemistry, and/or geologic
mapping has been carried out. Production: Mining has been operated. “Other” means none of the above commodities.

Table 13: Sample composition.

Mineral state Non mineral state Total

Non-movers 29% 37% 16,716
Movers 20% 14% 8,391
Total 12,250 12,857 25,107

Each cell of the table gives the share of each group as a share of the full sample. See the text for the definition of mineral
and non-mineral states. Non-movers are respondents who declare at the time of interview that they were living in the
same state when they were 16 years old.
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Table 12: Summary statistics.

Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

Responsibility 17,848 2,9 1,16 1 5
Inequalities 20,056 3,73 1,95 1 7
Assistance 13,261 1,46 0,67 1 3
Hard work 14,194 0,88 0,33 0 1

Mineral state 25,242 0,49 0,5 0 1
Mineral discoveries observed 7,395 0,37 0,48 0 1

Male 25,242 0,44 0,5 0 1
Age 25,242 4,47 1,71 1,8 8,9
Married 25,242 0,53 0,5 0 1
Protestant 25,242 0,6 0,49 0 1
Catholic 25,242 0,24 0,43 0 1
Education 25,242 12,95 3,06 0 20
Employed 25,242 0,68 0,47 0 1
White 25,242 0,82 0,38 0 1
Income 25,242 2,78 1,95 0,1 10
Mover 25,107 0,33 0,47 0 1

Summary statistics are computed using all individuals that appear in at least one regression. Definitions of variables are
given in the text and in appendix. Note that estimated coefficients for age presented in tables correspond to age/10.

Table 14: Distance to discoveries and individualism.

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility Inequalities Assistance

Distance to discoveries -0.063** 0.045 0.036
(0.029) (0.053) (0.023)

Observations 5,918 6,579 4,447
Adjusted R-squared 0.082 0.081 0.048

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual covari-
ates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. Distance to discoveries
is the difference between the year of interview and the peak of discoveries in the state. See the appendix for a presentation
of other covariates. The sample is restricted to individuals living in mineral states and to states for which the number of
discoveries at the peak is substantial. Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some
people think that the government in Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor
Americans. Other people think it is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself.
Where would you place yourself on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question:
“Some people think that the government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the
poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the
government should not concern itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...]
comes closest to the way you feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are
faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some
of these problems, and for each one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too
little money, or about the right amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to
the poor? ”.
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Table 15: Number of mines and individualism.

Panel A: All states

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility Inequalities Assistance

Number of mines 0.021 0.088*** 0.020**
(0.015) (0.024) (0.010)

Observations 17,848 20,056 13,261
Adjusted R-squared 0.086 0.083 0.056

Panel B: Only mineral states

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility Inequalities Assistance

Number of mines 0.008 0.047* 0.007
(0.015) (0.024) (0.011)

Observations 8,776 9,716 6,581
Adjusted R-squared 0.088 0.082 0.055

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual co-
variates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. Number of mines is
the number of mines in each state, divided by 1000. In panel B, the sample is restricted to individuals living in mineral
states. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to
the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington should do everything possible to improve
the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it is not the government’s responsibility, and that each
person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale
from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington ought to reduce the income
differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to
the poor. Others think that the government should not concern itself with reducing this income difference between the rich
and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the
following question: “We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively.
I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too
much money on it, too little money, or about the right amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right
amount on assistance to the poor? ”.

Table 16: Residence in a mineral state and confidence in various institutions.

(1) (2) (3)
Confidence in
the executive

branch of Federal Confidence in Confidence in
Government the Congress television

Mineral state -0.015 -0.009 0.006
(0.012) (0.010) (0.010)

Observations 19,350 19,373 19,614
Adjusted R-squared 0.030 0.045 0.044

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual co-
variates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. Mineral state is
equal to 1 if the respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of
other covariates. Confidence in the executive branch of Federal Government, confidence in the Congress, and confidence
in television are answers, on a 3 items scale, to the following question: “I am going to name some institutions in this
country. As far as the people running these institutions are concerned, would you say you have a great deal of confidence,
only some confidence, or hardly any confidence at all in them? ”.
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Table 17: Importance of the omitted variables bias.

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility

Mineral state 0.042 0.049** 0.039
(0.028) (0.021) (0.031)

Individual characteristics Yes Yes
State characteristics Yes

Observations 14,693 14,693 14,693
Adjusted R-squared 0.000 0.092 0.095

(4) (5) (6)
Inequalities

Mineral state 0.173*** 0.159*** 0.122**
(0.042) (0.034) (0.048)

Individual characteristics Yes Yes
State characteristics Yes

Observations 16,856 16,856 16,856
Adjusted R-squared 0.002 0.087 0.089

(7) (8) (9)
Assistance

Mineral state 0.042** 0.047*** 0.071***
(0.020) (0.016) (0.023)

Individual characteristics Yes Yes
State characteristics Yes

Observations 9,633 9,633 9,633
Adjusted R-squared 0.001 0.061 0.065

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term. Individual characteristics include gender, age, age2, marital status,
religion, education, employment status, race, income and fixed effects for the year of interview. State characteristics
include the longitude of the state’s capital, region fixed effects, population density, Ranney index, per capita income,
Gini coefficient and mineral dependency at the time of interview. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent lives in a
state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. The sample is restricted to individuals for which all variables are available.
Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in
Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it
is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself
on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the
government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the
taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern
itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you
feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in
this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each
one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right
amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 18: Definitions of individual covariates from the General Social Survey used in
regressions.

Male Respondent’s gender. Equals 1 for males, and 0 for females.
Age Respondent’s age in years. Coefficients presented in tables correspond to age

divided by 10.
Age2 Square of respondent’s age. Coefficient presented in tables correspond to age2

divided by 100.
Married Respondent’s marital status. Equals 1 if married, and 0 if not.
Protestant and Catholic Respondent’s religious affiliation. The omitted category is “other” or “none”.
Education Completed years of formal education.
Employed Respondent’s employment status. Equals 1 for “full time”, “part time” or

“self employed”. The omitted category is “retired”, “housewife”, “student”,
“unemployed” or “other”.

White Respondent’s skin color. Equals 1 for “white”. The omitted category is “black”
or “other”.

Income Respondent’s family income, corrected for family size. Our measure of income
is slightly different from the one use in other analysis using the GSS. Usually,
the GSS variable INCOME is used as a measure of income differences. This
variable gives information about the respondent’s total family income and is
coded using 12 income brackets for the entire period covered by the survey.
Using this variable without any transformation has two drawbacks. First, this
does not take into account the size of the family. Second, the fact that the
same coding is used for the whole period makes it an inappropriate measure
because both of inflation and the increasing standard of living. Hence, we
first create broad family income deciles using the income variables definer for
shorter time periods (INCOME72, INCOME77, etc.). Then, we divide this
new variable by the household’s size using the HOMPOP variable.

All our results are robust to alternative definitions of the variables.

Table 19: Definitions of state-level covariates used in regressions.

Longitude Longitude of the capital of the state. Coefficients presented in tables corre-
spond to the original longitude divided by 100.

Population density State population in thousands at the time of interview, divided by the surface
of the state in squared miles. Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Ranney index Share of Democrats in the two main chambers of each state at the time of
interview, betwenn 0 and 1. Source: Berkowitz and Clay (2010).

Per capita income Per capita income of the state at the time of interview, in thousands dollars.
Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Past per capita income Per capita income of the state when respondent was 20 years old, in thousands
dollars. Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Gini coefficient Gini coefficient of the state at the time of interview, between 0 and 1. Source:
US Census Bureau.

Mineral dependency Share of mineral mining industry in state domestic product at the time of
interview, between 0 and 100. Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis.

Region fixed effects Set of four fixed effects for the following regions: Midwest, Northeast, South,
and West. Source: US Census Bureau.
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Online appendix [NOT FOR PUBLICATION]

Figure 10: Frontispiece of A history of American mining (Rickard 1932).
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Figure 11: Labor intensity in mining and oil extraction industries (1998-2009).

Source: Bureau of Economic Analysis. Yearly ratio of labor (in full-time equivalent employees) to value added (in dollars)
in the mining industry and in the oil and gas extraction industry from 1998 to 2009. The ratio is expressed in worker per
thousand dollars.

Early times of mining in the US

Figure 10 presents the frontispiece of A history of American mining by Rickard in 1932.
This picture illustrates the extent to which mining is associated with the concept of
independence of individuals in American tradition. This book as been published under
the auspices of the American Institute of Mining and Metallurgical Engineers. It aims
to present the main steps of the development of mining industry in the United States.
As acknowledged in the introduction, “it is designed to give to those who have come late
into the professions of mining engineering and metallurgy something of that background
the older men built up as they went along”. The introduction continues as follows:

“The pioneers did not read history; they made it. We who come later, facing
different and more complex situations, have much to learn from their experi-
ences. In developing the mineral wealth of a continent and building a great
industry things do not “just happen”; they are brought about by men who have
the wit to see and the courage to do. Our predecessors were men with these
qualities. They fought great battles against heavy odds and they have left us a
great heritage.”37

The first chapter of the book – The gold discoveries – emphasizes the social and
technical conditions of mining activity at this time as well as characteristic traits of early
diggers. About them, the author writes:

37Rickard (1932), page ix.
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“They had the machinery most used in mining: human muscle; they had the
science most approved in that ancient art: organized common sense; they
achieved the basic purpose of mining: to exploit mineral at a profit.”38

Their greed is highlighted by the following words, attributed to a pioneer;

“It was no uncommon event for a man alone to take out five hundred dollars
in a day, or for two or three, if working together, to divide the dust at the end
of the week by measuring it with tin cups. But we were never satisfied.”39

Rickard also quote the following words of the general in command of Pacific division
in 1949, who was clearly opposed to any governmental intervention in mining operations:

“I do not conceive that it would be desirable to have the mines worked for the
benefit of the public treasury. To do that would require an army of officers and
inferior agents, all with high salaries, and with opportunities and temptations
for corruption too strong for ordinary human nature. The whole population
would be put in opposition to the government array, and violent collisions
would lead even to bloodshed.”40

The author also draws a mixed picture of values that prevailed among diggers:

“The stories of the golden days leave contradictory impressions; on the one
hand we read of order, generosity, honor, and high aim; on the other we see
pictures of riot, bloodshed, fraud, and frenzy. Neither extreme is altogether
true, but the facts are given more reliably in the chronicles of the time than
in the later reminiscences of garrulous pioneers. The life of the mining-camp,
as Royce says, was ”the struggle of society to impress the true dignity and
majesty of its claims on wayward and blind individuals, and the struggle of
the individual man, meanwhile, to escape, like a fool, from his moral obligation
to society”. In such a frontier community, made up of men that had left their
homes, their families, and their old vexations in an attempt to find a golden
paradise, the social struggle came to the surface and was to be seen in its true
light; for social duties of any sort are a nuisance amid the excited digging for
gold [...].”41

These some quotes from the book written by Rickard illustrate pretty well how indi-
vidualistic values were associated with historical mining activities.

Natural resources and beliefs in Montana

As indicated by its title Collapse : How societies choose to fail or to survive , the book of
Jared Diamond presents a large number of cases where societies face challenges at some
point in their history. Some of them succeed, whereas others fail in doing so.

The first chapter of the book – Under Montana’s big sky – is devoted to the Amer-
ican state of Montana. This state faces major challenges regarding the evolution of its
economy and various natural disasters are threatening its survival. Indeed, the economy
of Montana heavily relies on natural resources exploitation. According to Diamond, this
economic organization has strong ties with inhabitants attitudes and political orienta-
tions. As a consequence, individual attitudes becomes in turn a barrier to solve new
problems:

38Rickard (1932), page 29.
39Ibid.
40Ibid., page 33.
41Ibid., page 35.
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“Despite Montanans’ longstanding embrace of mining as a traditional value
defining their state’s identity, they have recently become increasingly disillu-
sioned with mining and have contributed to the industry’s near-demise within
Montana.”42

“In modern times a reason why Montanans have been so reluctant to solve their
problems caused by mining, logging, and ranching is that those three industries
used to be the pillars of the Montana economy, and that they became bound
up with Montana’s pioneer spirit and identity.”43

Diamond points out the crucial role of natural resources in Montanan’s values by
describing “old timers” as

“[...] people born in Montana, of families resident in the state for many gen-
erations, respecting a lifestyle and economy traditionally built on the three
pillars of mining, logging, and agriculture [...].”44

These values are linked to right-wing orientations and have their roots in the deep
history of American development:

“[...] Montanans tend to be conservative, and suspicious of governmental
regulation. That attitude arose historically because early settlers were living
at low population density on a frontier far from government centers, had to
be self-sufficient, and couldn’t look to government to solve their problems.”45

The work by Jared Diamond offers an rich an interesting case study of the link between
natural resources and individual orientations. The book does not offer any support for
the hypothesis that natural resources abundance induces selfish and anti-redistributive
behaviors, however, it documents the interplay between natural resources and individu-
alist orientations. The latter have thus an impact both on general economic orientations
and on the management of natural resources.

To sum up, Jared Diamond description of Montana’s society illustrates the interplay
between natural resources, values and economic organization.

42Diamond (2006), page 37.
43Ibid., page 432.
44Ibid., page 57.
45Ibid., page 63.
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Table 20: Residence in a mineral state and perceived determinant of success.

Hard work

Mineral state 0.013** Education 0.002**
(0.006) (0.001)

Male -0.037*** Employed 0.001
(0.006) (0.007)

Age -0.033*** White 0.025***
(0.009) (0.008)

Age2 0.003*** Income 0.002
(0.001) (0.002)

Married 0.029*** Year fixed effects Yes
(0.006)

Protestant 0.029***
(0.008)

Catholic 0.011 Observations 14,194
(0.008) Adjusted R-squared 0.012

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. The regression also includes a constant term. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent lives in a state
with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Hard work is equal to 1 if
the respondent answers “hard work is most important” or “hard work and luck are equally important”, rather than “ luck
is most important” to the following question: “Some people say that people get ahead by their own hard work; others say
that lucky breaks or help from other people are more important. Which do you think is most important? ”.

Table 21: Residence in a mineral state and individualism: movers incidence (alternative
approach).

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility Inequalities Assistance

Non-Mineral State (A) -0.054** -0.196*** -0.044***
(0.023) (0.039) (0.015)

Mover (B) -0.018 -0.048 -0.002
(0.023) (0.041) (0.017)

A×B 0.030 0.160** -0.000
(0.037) (0.064) (0.025)

Observations 17,742 19,940 13,201
Adjusted R-squared 0.086 0.084 0.057

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual covari-
ates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. Non-mineral state is
equal to 1 if the respondent does not live in a mineral state, 0 otherwise. See the text for the definition of mineral state.
See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Mover is equal to 1 if the respondent does not live in the same
state as when it was 16 years old. Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some
people think that the government in Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor
Americans. Other people think it is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself.
Where would you place yourself on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question:
“Some people think that the government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the
poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the
government should not concern itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...]
comes closest to the way you feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are
faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some
of these problems, and for each one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too
little money, or about the right amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to
the poor? ”.
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Table 22: Experience channel: Controlling for ancestors’ country and industry fixed
effects.

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility

Mineral discoveries observed 0.079** 0.075* 0.072
(0.036) (0.044) (0.045)

Origin country fixed effects Yes Yes
Industry fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 4,962 4,037 3,852
Adjusted R-squared 0.091 0.090 0.087

(4) (5) (6)
Inequalities

Mineral discoveries observed 0.162*** 0.166** 0.147**
(0.060) (0.064) (0.067)

Origin country fixed effects Yes Yes
Industry fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 5,504 4,494 4,279
Adjusted R-squared 0.082 0.078 0.080

(7) (8) (9)
Assistance

Mineral discoveries observed 0.053** 0.051* 0.060**
(0.024) (0.027) (0.027)

Origin country fixed effects Yes Yes
Industry fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 3,758 3,057 2,916
Adjusted R-squared 0.064 0.071 0.072

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual covari-
ates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. The sample is restricted
to individuals living in mineral states at the time of interview and when they were young. Mineral discoveries observed
equals 1 if there has been mineral discoveries in the state during the respondent’s impressionable years. See the appendix
for a presentation of other covariates. Origin country fixed effects are created using the answer to the following question:
“From what countries or part of the world did your ancestors come? ”. Industry fixed effects are created using a 10 items
classification. Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the
government in Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other
people think it is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you
place yourself on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people
think that the government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by
raising the taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should
not concern itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to
the way you feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many
problems in this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems,
and for each one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about
the right amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 23: Experience channel: Controlling for state-level variables.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Responsibility

Mineral discoveries observed 0.043 0.079** 0.059 0.079** 0.084**
(0.038) (0.036) (0.037) (0.040) (0.036)

Population density -0.226***
(0.060)

Ranney index -0.179*
(0.092)

Per capita income -0.017***
(0.006)

Gini coefficient -0.216
(0.803)

Mineral dependency -0.000
(0.012)

Observations 5,218 5,201 5,218 4,209 5,218
Adjusted R-squared 0.093 0.092 0.092 0.099 0.091

(6) (7) (8) (9) (10)
Inequalities

Mineral discoveries observed 0.131** 0.153*** 0.152*** 0.164*** 0.178***
(0.062) (0.057) (0.057) (0.059) (0.058)

Population density -0.243*
(0.130)

Ranney index -0.443***
(0.143)

Per capita income -0.021**
(0.011)

Gini coefficient 2.353
(1.448)

Mineral dependency -0.006
(0.021)

Observations 5,803 5,786 5,803 4,787 5,803
Adjusted R-squared 0.079 0.080 0.079 0.083 0.079

(11) (12) (13) (14) (15)
Assistance

Mineral discoveries observed 0.046* 0.049** 0.046* 0.056** 0.051**
(0.025) (0.024) (0.024) (0.028) (0.024)

Population density -0.027
(0.056)

Ranney index -0.077
(0.065)

Per capita income -0.003
(0.004)

Gini coefficient 1.034
(0.664)

Mineral dependency -0.001
(0.012)

Observations 3,952 3,939 3,952 2,785 3,952
Adjusted R-squared 0.064 0.064 0.064 0.065 0.064

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual covari-
ates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. The sample is restricted
to individuals living in mineral states at the time of interview and when they were young. Mineral discoveries observed
equals 1 if there has been mineral discoveries in the state during the respondent’s impressionable years. See the appendix
for a presentation of individual covariates. See footnotes of other tables for the definitions of responsibility, inequalities,
and assistance. See the appendix for a presentation of state-level covariates.
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Table 24: Experience channel: Controlling for the situation during impressionable years.

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Responsibility

Mineral discoveries observed 0.083** 0.117*** 0.088** 0.096**
(0.037) (0.043) (0.037) (0.041)

Past family income 0.040
(0.026)

Past per capita income 0.004
(0.006)

Birth cohort fixed effects Yes
Parents education dummies Yes

Observations 5,218 3,538 5,156 3,581
Adjusted R-squared 0.094 0.098 0.092 0.091

(5) (6) (7) (8)
Inequalities

Mineral discoveries observed 0.204*** 0.146** 0.200*** 0.137*
(0.060) (0.065) (0.059) (0.071)

Past family income 0.064
(0.042)

Past per capita income 0.021**
(0.008)

Birth cohort fixed effects Yes
Parents education dummies Yes

Observations 5,803 4,106 5,707 3,979
Adjusted R-squared 0.080 0.079 0.079 0.073

(9) (10) (11) (12)
Assistance

Mineral discoveries observed 0.054** 0.030 0.061** 0.038
(0.024) (0.031) (0.024) (0.030)

Past family income -0.002
(0.017)

Past per capita income 0.002
(0.004)

Birth cohort fixed effects Yes
Parents education dummies Yes

Observations 3,952 2,513 3,917 2,708
Adjusted R-squared 0.061 0.053 0.064 0.068

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual covari-
ates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. The sample is restricted
to individuals living in mineral states at the time of interview and when they were young. Mineral discoveries observed
equals 1 if there has been mineral discoveries in the state during the respondent’s impressionable years. See the appendix
for a presentation of other covariates. Birth cohort fixed effects is a set of dummy variables. Past family income is the
answer, on a 5 items scale, to the following question: “Thinking about the time when you were 16 years old, compared with
American families in general then, would you say your family income was far below average, below average, average, above
average, or far above average? ”. The variable past per capita income is defined at the state level and represents per capita
income when respondent was 20 years old. Parents education dummies are two sets of dummy variable for education levels
of respondent’s parents. See footnotes of other tables for the definitions of responsibility, inequalities, and assistance.
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Table 25: Transmission channel: Controlling for ancestors’ country and industry fixed
effects.

(1) (2) (3)
Responsibility

Mineral state 0.032 0.053** 0.052**
(0.020) (0.022) (0.022)

Origin country fixed effects Yes Yes
Industry fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 15,098 12,620 12,012
Adjusted R-squared 0.085 0.089 0.088

(4) (5) (6)
Inequalities

Mineral state 0.106*** 0.076** 0.072**
(0.034) (0.035) (0.036)

Origin country fixed effects Yes Yes
Industry fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 16,852 14,095 13,392
Adjusted R-squared 0.087 0.083 0.085

(7) (8) (9)
Assistance

Mineral state 0.036** 0.022 0.027*
(0.014) (0.015) (0.015)

Origin country fixed effects Yes Yes
Industry fixed effects Yes Yes

Observations 11,226 9,386 8,910
Adjusted R-squared 0.054 0.062 0.060

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual covari-
ates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. Mineral state is equal
to 1 if the respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. The sample is restricted to individuals living
outside mineral states and individuals living in mineral states but who did not experienced any discoveries during their
impressionable years. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Origin country fixed effects are created
using the answer to the following question: “From what countries or part of the world did your ancestors come? ”. Industry
fixed effects are created using a 10 items classification. See footnotes of other tables for the definitions of responsibility,
inequalities, and assistance.
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Table 26: Transmission channel: Controlling for state-level variables.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Responsibility

Mineral state 0.026 0.026 0.033 0.051*** 0.039 0.033
(0.026) (0.021) (0.020) (0.019) (0.025) (0.020)

Longitude 0.078
(0.164)

Population density -0.016*
(0.008)

Ranney index -0.176***
(0.057)

Per capita income -0.019***
(0.004)

Gini coefficient -0.047
(0.569)

Mineral dependency -0.002
(0.010)

Region fixed effects Yes

Observations 15,927 15,927 15,850 15,927 13,102 15,927
Adjusted R-squared 0.087 0.085 0.086 0.086 0.092 0.085

(8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Inequalities

Mineral state 0.069* 0.104*** 0.107*** 0.130*** 0.111*** 0.108***
(0.042) (0.034) (0.032) (0.033) (0.041) (0.033)

Longitude 0.259
(0.295)

Population density -0.011
(0.012)

Ranney index -0.406***
(0.078)

Per capita income -0.022***
(0.006)

Gini coefficient 0.644
(0.977)

Mineral dependency -0.002
(0.012)

Region fixed effects Yes

Observations 17,816 17,816 17,735 17,816 14,951 17,816
Adjusted R-squared 0.086 0.084 0.086 0.085 0.087 0.084

(15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20)
Assistance

Mineral state 0.059*** 0.023* 0.032** 0.043*** 0.043** 0.034**
(0.018) (0.014) (0.014) (0.013) (0.019) (0.014)

Longitude 0.111
(0.109)

Population density -0.025***
(0.005)

Ranney index 0.041
(0.038)

Per capita income -0.010***
(0.002)

Gini coefficient -0.193
(0.449)

Mineral dependency 0.008
(0.008)

Region fixed effects Yes

Observations 11,863 11,863 11,792 11,863 8,573 11,863
Adjusted R-squared 0.057 0.056 0.054 0.056 0.059 0.054

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. OLS
regressions. All regressions include a constant term, fixed effects for the year of interview, and following individual covari-
ates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment status, race, and income. Mineral state is equal
to 1 if the respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. The sample is restricted to individuals living
outside mineral states and individuals living in mineral states but who did not experienced any discoveries during their
impressionable years. See the appendix for a presentation of individual covariates. See footnotes of other tables for the
definitions of responsibility, inequalities, and assistance. See the appendix for a presentation of state-level covariates.
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Table 27: Residence in a mineral state and responsibility, ordered logit.

Responsibility
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5)

Mineral state -0.010* -0.006* 0.002* 0.008* 0.007*
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Male -0.031*** -0.019*** 0.006*** 0.023*** 0.021***
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.002)

Age 0.029*** 0.018*** -0.006*** -0.022*** -0.019***
(0.007) (0.004) (0.002) (0.005) (0.005)

Age2 -0.004*** -0.002*** 0.001*** 0.003*** 0.003***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000)

Married -0.037*** -0.022*** 0.007*** 0.027*** 0.024***
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Protestant -0.047*** -0.028*** 0.009*** 0.035*** 0.031***
(0.005) (0.003) (0.001) (0.004) (0.003)

Catholic -0.018** -0.011** 0.003** 0.013** 0.012**
(0.006) (0.004) (0.001) (0.004) (0.004)

Education -0.008*** -0.005*** 0.001*** 0.006*** 0.005***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000)

Employed -0.021*** -0.013*** 0.004*** 0.016*** 0.014***
(0.004) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

White -0.113*** -0.068*** 0.022*** 0.084*** 0.075***
(0.006) (0.004) (0.003) (0.005) (0.004)

Income -0.010*** -0.006*** 0.002*** 0.008*** 0.007***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The
table presents marginal effects from an ordered logit model for each outcome of the independent variable. Marginal effects
are estimated at the mean of covariates. The regression includes year fixed effects. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the
respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates.
Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in
Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it
is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself
on this scale? ”.
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Table 28: Residence in a mineral state and inequalities, ordered logit.

Inequalities
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5) P (y = 6) P (y = 7)

Mineral state -0.019*** -0.008*** -0.006*** 0.004*** 0.009*** 0.007*** 0.014***
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)

Male -0.038*** -0.015*** -0.012*** 0.008*** 0.016*** 0.013*** 0.027***
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003)

Age 0.011 0.004 0.003 -0.002 -0.005 -0.004 -0.008
(0.007) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.005)

Age2 -0.002* -0.001* -0.001* 0.000* 0.001* 0.001* 0.001*
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Married -0.038*** -0.016*** -0.012*** 0.008*** 0.017*** 0.014*** 0.028***
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)

Protestant -0.041*** -0.017*** -0.013*** 0.009*** 0.018*** 0.015*** 0.030***
(0.006) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.004)

Catholic -0.023*** -0.009*** -0.007*** 0.005*** 0.010*** 0.008*** 0.017***
(0.006) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004)

Education -0.013*** -0.005*** -0.004*** 0.003*** 0.006*** 0.005*** 0.010***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

Employed -0.007 -0.003 -0.002 0.002 0.003 0.003 0.005
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)

White -0.095*** -0.039*** -0.031*** 0.020*** 0.042*** 0.034*** 0.069***
(0.006) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004)

Income -0.011*** -0.004*** -0.003*** 0.002*** 0.005*** 0.004*** 0.008***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The table
presents marginal effects from an ordered logit model for each outcome of the independent variable. Marginal effects are
estimated at the mean of covariates. The regression includes year fixed effects. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent
lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Inequalities
is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington
ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or
by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern itself with reducing this
income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you feel? ”.
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Table 29: Residence in a mineral state and assistance, ordered logit.

Assistance
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3)

Mineral state -0.031** 0.019** 0.012**
(0.009) (0.006) (0.004)

Male -0.034*** 0.021*** 0.013***
(0.008) (0.005) (0.003)

Age 0.047** -0.030** -0.018**
(0.015) (0.010) (0.006)

Age2 -0.007*** 0.005*** 0.003***
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Married -0.052*** 0.032*** 0.020***
(0.009) (0.005) (0.003)

Protestant -0.043*** 0.027*** 0.016***
(0.012) (0.007) (0.005)

Catholic -0.001 0.000 0.000
(0.014) (0.009) (0.005)

Education -0.011*** 0.007*** 0.004***
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Employed -0.039*** 0.024*** 0.015***
(0.010) (0.006) (0.004)

White -0.209*** 0.130*** 0.078***
(0.014) (0.009) (0.005)

Income -0.011*** 0.007*** 0.004***
(0.003) (0.002) (0.001)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The table
presents marginal effects from an ordered logit model for each outcome of the independent variable. Marginal effects are
estimated at the mean of covariates. The regression includes year fixed effects. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent
lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Assistance
is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in this country, none
of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each one I’d like you
to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right amount. Are we
spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 30: Residence in a mineral state and responsibility, ordered probit.

Responsibility
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5)

Mineral state -0.010* -0.005* 0.001* 0.006* 0.008*
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Male -0.033*** -0.015*** 0.004*** 0.020*** 0.024***
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.003)

Age 0.029*** 0.013*** -0.004*** -0.018*** -0.021***
(0.007) (0.003) (0.001) (0.004) (0.005)

Age2 -0.004*** -0.002*** 0.001*** 0.002*** 0.003***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

Married -0.037*** -0.017*** 0.005*** 0.022*** 0.027***
(0.004) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Protestant -0.048*** -0.022*** 0.006*** 0.029*** 0.034***
(0.005) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.004)

Catholic -0.018** -0.008** 0.002** 0.011** 0.013**
(0.006) (0.003) (0.001) (0.004) (0.004)

Education -0.007*** -0.003*** 0.001*** 0.005*** 0.005***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

Employed -0.022*** -0.010*** 0.003*** 0.013*** 0.016***
(0.005) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

White -0.118*** -0.055*** 0.016*** 0.072*** 0.085***
(0.007) (0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.005)

Income -0.011*** -0.005*** 0.001*** 0.007*** 0.008***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.001)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The table
presents marginal effects from an ordered probit model for each outcome of the independent variable. Marginal effects
are estimated at the mean of covariates. The regression includes year fixed effects. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the
respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates.
Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in
Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it
is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself
on this scale? ”.
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Table 31: Residence in a mineral state and inequalities, ordered probit.

Inequalities
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5) P (y = 6) P (y = 7)

Mineral state -0.020*** -0.006*** -0.005*** 0.003*** 0.007*** 0.006*** 0.016***
(0.005) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003)

Male -0.040*** -0.013*** -0.009*** 0.006*** 0.013*** 0.012*** 0.031***
(0.004) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003)

Age 0.009 0.003 0.002 -0.001 -0.003 -0.003 -0.007
(0.007) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005)

Age2 -0.002* -0.000* -0.000* 0.000* 0.001* 0.000* 0.001*
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

Married -0.039*** -0.013*** -0.009*** 0.006*** 0.013*** 0.012*** 0.030***
(0.004) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003)

Protestant -0.044*** -0.014*** -0.010*** 0.006*** 0.014*** 0.013*** 0.034***
(0.006) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005)

Catholic -0.024*** -0.008*** -0.005*** 0.004*** 0.008*** 0.007*** 0.019***
(0.006) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005)

Education -0.014*** -0.004*** -0.003*** 0.002*** 0.004*** 0.004*** 0.011***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

Employed -0.009 -0.003 -0.002 0.001 0.003 0.003 0.007
(0.005) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.004)

White -0.102*** -0.032*** -0.023*** 0.015*** 0.034*** 0.030*** 0.079***
(0.006) (0.002) (0.002) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.005)

Income -0.011*** -0.004*** -0.003*** 0.002*** 0.004*** 0.003*** 0.009***
(0.001) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.001)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The table
presents marginal effects from an ordered probit model for each outcome of the independent variable. Marginal effects are
estimated at the mean of covariates. The regression includes year fixed effects. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent
lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Inequalities
is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington
ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or
by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern itself with reducing this
income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you feel? ”.
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Table 32: Residence in a mineral state and assistance, ordered probit.

Assistance
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3)

Mineral state -0.030*** 0.017*** 0.014***
(0.009) (0.005) (0.004)

Male -0.031*** 0.017*** 0.014***
(0.008) (0.004) (0.004)

Age 0.043** -0.024** -0.019**
(0.015) (0.008) (0.007)

Age2 -0.007*** 0.004*** 0.003***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Married -0.051*** 0.028*** 0.023***
(0.008) (0.005) (0.004)

Protestant -0.036** 0.020** 0.016**
(0.012) (0.006) (0.005)

Catholic 0.003 -0.002 -0.001
(0.014) (0.007) (0.006)

Education -0.009*** 0.005*** 0.004***
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

Employed -0.037*** 0.021*** 0.017***
(0.010) (0.005) (0.004)

White -0.196*** 0.107*** 0.088***
(0.013) (0.007) (0.006)

Income -0.011*** 0.006*** 0.005***
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The table
presents marginal effects from an ordered probit model for each outcome of the independent variable. Marginal effects are
estimated at the mean of covariates. The regression includes year fixed effects. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent
lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Assistance
is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in this country, none
of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each one I’d like you
to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right amount. Are we
spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 33: Experience channel: Mineral resources discoveries during impressionable years
and individualism, ordered logit.

Responsibility
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5)

Mineral discoveries -0.021** -0.011** 0.004** 0.015** 0.013**
observed (0.008) (0.004) (0.002) (0.006) (0.005)

Inequalities
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5) P (y = 6) P (y = 7)

Mineral discoveries -0.025*** -0.010*** -0.009*** 0.004*** 0.011*** 0.009*** 0.020***
observed (0.008) (0.003) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003) (0.006)

Assistance
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3)

Mineral discoveries -0.034* 0.020* 0.013*
observed (0.016) (0.010) (0.006)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The table
presents marginal effects from ordered logit models for each outcome of the independent variables. Each line corresponds to
a distinct regression. Marginal effects are estimated at the mean of covariates. All regressions include fixed effects for the
year of interview, and following individual covariates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment
status, race, and income. The sample is restricted to individuals living in mineral states at the time of interview and
when they were young. Mineral discoveries observed equals 1 if there has been mineral discoveries in the state during the
respondent’s impressionable years. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Responsibility is the answer, on
a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington should do everything
possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it is not the government’s responsibility,
and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer,
on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington ought to reduce
the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or by giving income
assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern itself with reducing this income difference
between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale
from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved
easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each one I’d like you to tell me whether you
think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right amount. Are we spending too much, too
little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.

65



Table 34: Experience channel: Mineral resources discoveries during impressionable years
and individualism, ordered probit.

Responsibility
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5)

Mineral discoveries -0.020* -0.008* 0.002* 0.012* 0.014*
observed (0.008) (0.004) (0.001) (0.005) (0.006)

Inequalities
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5) P (y = 6) P (y = 7)

Mineral discoveries -0.024** -0.008** -0.006** 0.003** 0.008** 0.007** 0.020**
observed (0.008) (0.003) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.002) (0.007)

Assistance
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3)

Mineral discoveries -0.030 0.016 0.014
observed (0.016) (0.009) (0.008)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The table
presents marginal effects from ordered probit models for each outcome of the independent variables. Each line corresponds
to a distinct regression. Marginal effects are estimated at the mean of covariates. All regressions include fixed effects for the
year of interview, and following individual covariates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment
status, race, and income. The sample is restricted to individuals living in mineral states at the time of interview and
when they were young. Mineral discoveries observed equals 1 if there has been mineral discoveries in the state during the
respondent’s impressionable years. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates. Responsibility is the answer, on
a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington should do everything
possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it is not the government’s responsibility,
and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer,
on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in Washington ought to reduce
the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the taxes of wealthy families or by giving income
assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern itself with reducing this income difference
between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale
from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in this country, none of which can be solved
easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each one I’d like you to tell me whether you
think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right amount. Are we spending too much, too
little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 35: Transmission channel: Residence in a mineral state and individualism, exclud-
ing individuals who experienced discoveries during their impressionable years, ordered
logit.

Responsibility
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5)

Mineral state -0.008 -0.005 0.002 0.006 0.005
(0.004) (0.003) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Inequalities
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5) P (y = 6) P (y = 7)

Mineral state -0.014** -0.006** -0.005** 0.003** 0.006** 0.005** 0.010**
(0.005) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003)

Assistance
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3)

Mineral state -0.025* 0.016* 0.009*
(0.010) (0.006) (0.004)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The table
presents marginal effects from ordered logit models for each outcome of the independent variables. Each line corresponds to
a distinct regression. Marginal effects are estimated at the mean of covariates. All regressions include fixed effects for the
year of interview, and following individual covariates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment
status, race, and income. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not.
The sample is restricted to individuals living outside mineral states and individuals living in mineral states but who did
not experienced any discoveries during their impressionable years. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates.
Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in
Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it
is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself
on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the
government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the
taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern
itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you
feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in
this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each
one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right
amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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Table 36: Transmission channel: Residence in a mineral state and individualism, exclud-
ing individuals who experienced discoveries during their impressionable years, ordered
probit.

Responsibility
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5)

Mineral state -0.008 -0.004 0.001 0.005 0.006
(0.005) (0.002) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Inequalities
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3) P (y = 4) P (y = 5) P (y = 6) P (y = 7)

Mineral state -0.015** -0.005** -0.003** 0.002** 0.005** 0.004** 0.011**
(0.005) (0.002) (0.001) (0.001) (0.002) (0.001) (0.004)

Assistance
P (y = 1) P (y = 2) P (y = 3)

Mineral state -0.024* 0.014* 0.011*
(0.010) (0.005) (0.004)

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors in parentheses, clustered by year of interview × state. The table
presents marginal effects from ordered probit models for each outcome of the independent variables. Each line corresponds
to a distinct regression. Marginal effects are estimated at the mean of covariates. All regressions include fixed effects for the
year of interview, and following individual covariates: gender, age, age2, marital status, religion, education, employment
status, race, and income. Mineral state is equal to 1 if the respondent lives in a state with lots of mineral resources, 0 if not.
The sample is restricted to individuals living outside mineral states and individuals living in mineral states but who did
not experienced any discoveries during their impressionable years. See the appendix for a presentation of other covariates.
Responsibility is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 5, to the following question: “Some people think that the government in
Washington should do everything possible to improve the standard of living of all poor Americans. Other people think it
is not the government’s responsibility, and that each person should take care of himself. Where would you place yourself
on this scale? ”. Inequalities is the answer, on scale from 1 to 7, to the following question: “Some people think that the
government in Washington ought to reduce the income differences between the rich and the poor, perhaps by raising the
taxes of wealthy families or by giving income assistance to the poor. Others think that the government should not concern
itself with reducing this income difference between the rich and the poor. What score [...] comes closest to the way you
feel? ”. Assistance is the answer, on a scale from 1 to 3, to the following question: “We are faced with many problems in
this country, none of which can be solved easily or inexpensively. I’m going to name some of these problems, and for each
one I’d like you to tell me whether you think we’re spending too much money on it, too little money, or about the right
amount. Are we spending too much, too little, or about the right amount on assistance to the poor? ”.
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