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Introduction

Social commentators and researchers struggle to explain why, despite growing inequality
in many countries around the world, relatively poor people are not more supportive
of redistribution (Kuziemko et al. 2014; Roemer 1998; Holland 2018; Frank 2004).
For example, a survey of a broadly representative sample of the national population
in 44 countries by PEW Research Center shows that relatively poor respondents tend
to have similar levels of support for raising taxes on the wealthy to fund programs
to help the poor as relatively rich respondents (see Figure 1) (PEW Research Center
2014). This common phenomenon would appear to contradict a key assumption made
by seminal theories of preferences for redistribution, which is poor people should be
substantially more supportive of redistribution than rich people (e.g. Meltzer Richard
1981). Recent studies have identified a potential explanation for why this assumption
lacks empirical support, which is that relatively poor people do not realize they are in the
bottom half of the national income distribution (Gimpelson and Treisman 2018; Bublitz
2016). Surveys across a range of high-income countries have shown that most people
tend to think they are positioned around the middle of the national income distribution
regardless of whether they are rich or poor (Gimpelson and Treisman 2018). This raises
the question, if relatively poor people were made aware of their position in the national
income distribution, would they be more concerned about inequality and supportive of
redistribution?
[Insert Figure 1]
We test how informing people they are relatively poorer than they thought impacts
their concern about inequality and support for redistribution through a randomized survey experiment with over 30,000 respondents in 10 countries (Australia, India, Mexico,
Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, South Africa, Spain, the United Kingdom and the United
States). Collectively these 10 countries make up around 30 per cent of the global population and represent about 40 per cent of world GDP. This is by far the largest survey
experiment about the elasticity of people’s preferences for redistribution to date and
the first in multiple middle-income countries. Similar to the approach used by Alesina,
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Stantcheva and Teso (2018) in a cross-country survey experiment, the sample of respondents is representative of the population with internet access in each country and the
data was collected using the survey firms YouGov, IPSOS and RIWI. Half of the respondents in each country were randomly allocated to either receive information about their
position in the national income distribution (treatment group) or no information (control group). Prior to the treatment, respondents revealed their perception of the level of
national inequality, their preferred level of national inequality and their perceived place
in the national income distribution. In addition, they provided information about their
demographic characteristics, including household income that was measured using the
same approach as Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso (2018). After the treatment, respondents
were asked standard questions from the existing literature regarding their views about
whether the gap between the rich and poor is too large in their country and whether
they think the government is responsible for closing this gap (Alesina, Stantcheva and
Teso 2018; ISSP 2009). The design of our survey experiment means we are better placed
to test the mechanisms through which information has an effect than the small number
of previous studies because the sample size in each country is around three times larger
and we more extensively solicit people’s prior beliefs.
Seminal theories of preferences for redistribution imply informing people they are
relatively poorer than they thought would lead to greater concern about inequality and
support for redistribution (e.g. Meltzer and Richard 1981; Benabou and Ok 2001, Piketty
1995). This is based on the premise that people are averse to others in society having
significantly different incomes to them and they are more concerned about the income
gap between them and the richest in society as opposed to the income gap between them
and the poorest in society (e.g. Fehr and Schmidt 1999; Alesina and Giuliano 2011).
However there is little empirical support as only a small number of survey experiments
have analyzed how information about inequality impacts people’s preferences for redistribution (Hauser and Norton 2017). There is only one survey experiment that directly
tests the effect of informing people they are relatively poorer than they thought. Cruces,
Perez-Truglia and Tetaz (2013) survey 1054 people in Buenos Aires and show informing
people they are poorer than they thought led to greater support for redistribution, which
is consistent with seminal theories. Yet there is also some evidence from related studies
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that would suggest informing people they are relatively poorer than they thought may
reduce their desire for redistribution. For example, experimental research in the United
States by Kuziemko et al. (2014) shows “last place aversion” can exist whereby relatively
poor people often prefer when there are people who are poorer than them. Similarly,
there are inconsistent findings from the few studies that examine the effect of informing
people they are richer than they thought (Nair 2018; Karadja, Mollerstrom and Seim
2017).
We find respondents in the poorest two quintiles of the national income distribution
who were told they are relatively poorer than they thought are less concerned about the
gap between the rich and poor in their country and are not any more supportive of the
government closing this gap compared to respondents in the control group. This result
occurs in seven countries (India, Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands, Nigeria, South Africa
and Spain) and there was no effect from this information in the remaining three countries
(Australia, United Kingdom and the United States). The overall effect of the treatment
was mainly driven by people who prefer low levels of inequality and by respondents in
both the poorest quintile and the second poorest quintile in most countries. We also show
there were no statistically significant effects from the treatment among respondents in
the poorest two quintiles of the national income distribution who accurately estimated
their position in the distribution. In addition, we conduct a series of robustness checks to
illustrate the effect was not due how many people lived in the household of respondents,
the size of respondents’ misperceptions, the representativeness of the survey sample or
a lack of attention paid during the survey.
We illustrate that the channel causing the effect is people using their own standard of
living as a “benchmark” for what they consider acceptable for others by modifying Fehr
and Schmidt’s seminal model of other-regarding preferences and exploring heterogeneous
treatment effects. This explains the results to our study as follows. People had perceived
themselves to have an “average” living standard compared to other people in their country
prior to the treatment, even though they were actually relatively poor. Their previous
assessment of their relative status implies they thought there was a similar share of people
poorer than them and richer than them in their country (this is as a result of placing
oneself as being around the middle of the national income distribution). Upon receiving
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the treatment this led people to realize two points. Firstly, there are fewer people in
their country with a living standard they considered to be relatively poor. Secondly,
what they had considered to be an average living standard (their own standard of living)
is actually relatively poor compared to other people in their country. Both of these
points would suggest the treatment provided to respondents would lead them to become
less concerned about the living standard of poor people in their country.
This notion of “benchmarking” is consistent with one of the key foundations of most
theories of preferences for redistribution, which is that relatively poor people are averse
to others in society having significantly different levels of income to them. However, this
study diverges from this theory by showing relatively poor people are more concerned
about the gap between their income and the poorest in society as opposed to the gap between their income and the richest in society. We rule out an alternative channel, which
is our results are due to “last place aversion” (Kuziemko et al. 2014), by examining heterogeneous treatment effects based upon respondents’ actual position in the distribution
and their preferences for inequality that were provided prior to the treatment.
This paper contributes to the existing understanding of how people’s perceptions
of inequality shape their support for redistribution in at least two ways. Firstly, we
identify a novel mechanism (that we refer to as “benchmarking”) through which people
update their beliefs about inequality. This mechanism potentially helps to explain why
poorer people are less supportive of redistribution than seminal theories of preferences
for redistribution would suggest. Benchmarking means there are competing channels
through which people think about redistribution. On the one hand, relatively poor
people may be more supportive of redistribution if they believe they are set to benefit,
but on the other hand they may be less supportive if they view the absolute living
standard of relatively poor people as somewhat satisfactory and as such they are less
likely to think redistribution to the poor is needed.
Secondly, we add to the growing evidence base that suggests seminal theories of
preferences for redistribution should be modified to reflect the fact that most people do
not have accurate information about the income distribution in their country (Gimpelson
and Treisman 2018; Hauser and Norton 2017). We extend the stylized facts that poor
people do not realize they are near the bottom of the national income distribution and
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their perceived, as opposed to actual, position in the distribution is more closely aligned
with their preferences for redistribution from studies in high-income countries to a diverse
group of middle-income countries (Gimpelson and Treisman 2018; Hauser and Norton
2017). However our results illustrate relatively poor people’s misperceptions of their
position in the distribution do not appear to be lowering their concern about inequality
and support for redistribution. We provide evidence the opposite is true. Relatively poor
people would be even less concerned about inequality if they knew their true position in
the national income distribution.
This paper is structured as follows. Section 2 provides a theoretical framework of
how informing people they are relatively poorer than they thought would impact their
concern about inequality and explores how this framework relates to existing experimental studies on this topic. Section 3 outlines the methodology behind the randomized
survey experiment and the econometric analysis we conduct. Section 4 illustrates that
the descriptive trends from our survey data are consistent with previous research on
perceptions of inequality in high-income countries. Sections 5 and 6 present the results
of the randomized survey experiment and discuss how the findings relate to existing
theories of preferences for redistribution.

2

Theory and Related Literature

2.1

Theoretical framework

To illustrate how a person’s position in an income distribution relates to their preferences, we start with a seminal model of other-regarding preferences by Fehr and Schmidt
(1999)1 . In a simple setting where there are three people and person A consumes between
the other two, person A’s utility function can be expressed as follows:
U (ca , cp , cr ) = U (ca ) − βU (ca − cp ) − γU (cr − ca )
1

(1)

While their model refers to consumption, we follow Kuziemko et al. (2015) and focus on income in
this paper.
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In this model an individual’s utility (U (ca , cp , cr )) depends on their own consumption
(ca ) as well as the direction and size of the weighting they place on their consumption
relative to people poorer (cp ) than them (β) and richer (cr ) than them (γ).
There are two foundational assumptions to Fehr and Schmidt’s (1999) model that are
common to most seminal theories of preferences for redistribution (Alesina and Giuliano
2011). Firstly, people are averse to others having significantly different consumption to
them (γ >0, β >0) and they use their own consumption (ca ) as a reference point for
assessing other people’s consumption (cr and cp ). Secondly, people are more concerned
about the gap between their consumption and those richer than them as opposed to the
gap between their consumption and those poorer than them (|γ| > |β|). Collectively,
these assumptions imply γ > β >0. Therefore individuals close to the top of the “distribution” (where cr -ca < ca -cp ) have higher utility (beyond just having a higher level
of consumption) than those who are closer to the bottom of the “distribution” (where
cr -ca > ca -cp ). As a result, this would suggest the poorer an individual is the more
likely they are to be concerned about the gap in incomes between the rich and poor.
Consequently, it is expected the poorer an individual is, the more likely they would be
supportive of redistribution from rich to poor2 . This is a key component of most seminal
theories of preferences for redistribution, such as the Meltzer-Richard hypothesis that
proposes people below the median income in the national income distribution should
support redistribution (Meltzer and Richard 1981).
We modify Fehr and Schmidt’s model to reflect recent research indicating that people’s perceptions of their position in the distribution (as opposed to what is actually
the case) are more closely correlated with their preferences (Gimpelson and Treisman
2018; Hauser and Norton 2017). Specifically, we show person A’s utility is dependent
on how they perceive the consumption of the other two individuals, as opposed to those
2

Changes in people’s concern about inequality may not automatically equate to changes in their
preferences for redistribution for a range of reasons. For example, if an individual lacks trust in the
government then information about their position in the distribution might impact their concern about
inequality but not their support for redistribution as they may believe the government will not address
the problem. As such, changes in other-regarding preferences could be considered a necessary but not
sufficient condition for preferences for redistribution to change.
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individuals’ actual level of consumption. The simple three-person model becomes:
U (ca , cp (p), cr (p)) = U (ca ) − βU (ca − cp (p)) − γU (cr (p) − ca )

(2)

whereby; cp (p) = perceived consumption of person poorer than ca and cr (p) = perceived
consumption of person richer than ca .
This revised model provides a framework to illustrate how information about an
a
individual’s position in the national income distribution ( ccar −c
) is expected to impact
−cp

their preferences3 . If these foundational assumptions hold (ie. γ > β >0), this would
imply the following:
Hypothesis: Informing people they are relatively poorer than they thought
will increase their concern about the gap between the rich and poor and as
a result this will increase their support for the government to reduce this
gap.
The first part of this hypothesis can be written formally as:
if

cr − ca
cr (p) − ca
>
then [U (ca , cp , cr )|I] < [U (ca , cp (p), cr (p))]
ca − cp
ca − cp (p)

(3)

Where I = information about (ca ) relative to (cp ) and (cr ).
If the opposite outcome arises than predicted by this hypothesis, it could be due
to either the first or second foundational assumption of Fehr and Schmidt’s model and
most seminal theories of preferences for redistribution lacking empirical support. In other
words, people may not be averse to others consuming significantly differently to them
(γ <0, β <0) or people may be more concerned about the gap between their consumption
and those poorer than them as opposed to the gap between their consumption and those
richer than them (|γ| < |β|).
3

While Fehr and Schmidt’s model does not explicitly predict how preferences change when individuals
are provided with information, we follow Card et al. (2012) who modify a similar utility function to
illustrate how people respond to information about their relative position in a distribution.
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2.2

Related literature

Only a relatively recent and small literature of randomized survey experiments exists
that analyze how people’s preferences for redistribution are impacted by information
(Hauser and Norton 2017). Influential studies by Kuziemko et al. (2015) and Alesina,
Stantcheva and Teso (2018) show that preferences for redistribution can be elastic to
information about inequality, however neither test the hypothesis above. The only crosscountry survey experiment that relates to the research question in this paper provides a
treatment with multiple pieces of information about inequality to respondents, including
their position in the national income distribution (Bublitz 2016). This treatment reduced
support for redistribution among people who were richer than they thought in Germany
and Russia but had no effect in the remaining four countries (France, Spain, Brazil and
the United States). It is challenging to identify the mechanisms that are causing this
outcome as respondents were provided with various pieces of information about inequality
in their country as well as information about their position in the distribution.
There are four key studies in the literature that relate closely to the hypothesis
above and their findings have direct implications about the shape of people’s utility in
our model. There is only one survey experiment that directly examines the impact of
informing people they are poorer than they thought on their support for redistribution.
Cruces, Perez-Truglia and Tetaz (2013) conducted a household survey experiment of 1054
respondents in Buenos Aires (the capital of Argentina) and show that information about
people’s position in the national income distribution boosts support for redistribution
among people who were relatively poorer than they thought. This result (i.e. γ > β >0)
is consistent with the hypothesis in our paper. A related study by Kuziemko et al. (2014)
provides evidence from laboratory experiments and surveys in the United States that “last
place aversion” can exist whereby people near the very bottom of the distribution are the
least supportive of redistribution, particularly in the form of increases in the minimum
wage. It is argued that this is because poor people prefer a gap between their income
and that of people relatively poorer than them. This finding (i.e. β <0) is inconsistent
with the hypothesis above.
There are two similar survey experiments that examine the effect of informing people
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that they are relatively richer than they thought. The first, by Karadja, Mollerstrom
and Seim (2017), draws on a postal survey experiment of 1001 respondents in Sweden
and shows that informing people they are relatively richer than they thought lowers
support for redistribution4 . This result is compatible with the hypothesis in our paper
(i.e. γ > β >0). The second, by Nair (2018), involves an online survey experiment of
1559 respondents in the United States and shows that when people were told they were
relatively richer than they thought in terms of global income distribution, they became
more supportive of international redistribution. Nair argues that this finding is because
people are averse to a large gap in incomes between them and the poorest people in the
world. This finding (i.e. β > γ >0) is incompatible with the hypothesis above.

3

Methodology

3.1

Sample selection and sample size

This study helps fill the gap in the literature about how relatively poor people’s misperceptions of their position in the national income distribution impact their support for
redistribution by testing the hypothesis above. We conducted a survey experiment with
over 30,000 respondents in 10 countries (Australia, India, Mexico, Morocco, Netherlands,
Nigeria, South Africa, Spain, the United Kingdom and the United States) during the
last three months of 2017. These countries make up around 30 per cent of the global
population and represent about 40 per cent of world GDP. The diverse set of countries
was selected so as to provide confidence in the external validity of the results of the
survey experiment and to ensure at least one country was included from Asia, SubSaharan Africa, Latin America, Middle East and North Africa, Europe, North America
and Oceania.
Data was collected of a representative sample of the population with internet access
in each country using an online survey, which is the same approach as was used by
Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso (2018) (we used the firms YouGov, IPSOS and RIWI and
4

Almost all respondents to this study either underestimated or accurately estimated their position
in the income distribution. As such the sample size was too small (i.e. inadequate statistical power) for
the authors to examine the hypothesis above.
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provide further details about the survey methodology in Appendix). This resulted in a
sample of respondents where younger people and men were overrepresented compared
to a perfectly nationally representative sample, especially in developing countries (see
Table 1). Throughout the body of the paper we present the sample average treatment
effect, and to address concerns about the representativeness of the sample we present
the treatment effects weighted by the age and gender of the national population as a
robustness check. In general, the effects are qualitatively similar.
[Insert Table 1]
In every country, the treatment and control groups had at least 800 respondents and
on average there were around 1500 respondents in each group. This is a similar sample
size in each country to what was used in Kuziemko et al. (2015) and Alesina, Stantcheva
and Teso (2018). Previous studies that just provided information about a respondent’s
position in the distribution only had around 500 respondents in the treatment group
(Cruces, Perez-Truglia and Tetaz 2013; Karadja, Mollerstrom and Seim 2017). As such
we have substantially more statistical power to detect heterogeneous effects, such as
differences in the effect of information between people based upon their pre-existing
preference for inequality.

3.2

Survey design

The survey consisted of two sections; the first collected people’s existing perceptions of
inequality and demographic characteristics, while the second included questions about
people’s concerns about inequality and desire for government action. The demographic
characteristics section (see the Appendix for a full list of the questions asked) included
questions about the total household income and the number of people in each respondent’s household so that the position of each respondent in the national income distribution could be determined. As is the case in all studies that rely on reported income
there is a risk respondents do not provide correct information about their household’s
actual income (World Bank 2014). To minimize the likelihood of this occurring we follow
the example of a seminal randomized survey experiment on perceptions of inequality by
Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso (2018). Specifically, we required respondents to select their
10

actual household income from a list of five options that contained bands of income levels
(e.g. less than $10,000, $10,000-$20,000, etc). The five options provided to respondents
corresponded with the five quintiles of the national income distribution. This type of
closed question minimizes the likelihood of measurement error as respondents were not
free to enter any number and they could review the complete set of options prior to
selecting an answer.
To measure respondents’ perceptions of the level of national inequality, previous studies have used a range of techniques including stylized distributions (ISSP 2009) or asking
respondents to estimate quintile shares (Norton et al. 2011). We follow the rationale behind existing approaches, however we minimize measurement error by gathering people’s
perceptions in an ordinal sense (Kuhn 2015). Respondents were asked to select one of
six options that could represent the distribution of income in their country, ranging from
perfectly equal to extremely unequal (see Figure 2). They were then asked to select the
level of national inequality they would prefer to exist using the same set of options (see
Figure 3). We compare respondents’ answers to the question about their perceived level
of inequality and preferred level of inequality to determine if they would prefer lower
levels of inequality than what they believe currently exists.
[Insert Figures 2 and 3]
Respondents were also asked about which quintile they perceived their household
to fall into in the national income distribution (see Figure 4). This approach of using
a limited number of options for respondents to select from is similar to other studies5
(e.g. Cruces, Perez-Truglia and Tetaz 2013 and Karadja, Mollerstrom and Seim 2017)
as asking respondents their exact percentile or rank in the distribution is likely to have
a large margin of error. We compare respondents’ answers to the question about their
perceived quintile in the national distribution to their actual quintile in the national
income distribution to determine if they accurately, under (relatively richer than they
thought) or overestimated (relatively poorer than they thought) their position.
[Insert Figure 4]
5

The main difference is that we use quintiles in this study (as opposed to deciles) to make it easier
for people to understand even if they lack basic numeracy.
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The second part of the survey included questions about respondents’ concern about
inequality and their support for redistribution (see Table 2). These questions were
sourced from previous studies, specifically the International Social Survey Programme
(ISSP) (2009) and Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso (2018).
[Insert Table 2]
Prior to answering the second section of the survey, respondents were randomly allocated to either receive information about which quintile in the national income distribution they belonged to (see an example in Figure 5) or no information (the control
group). Randomization ensured the effect of information could be determined by comparing average differences in answers to questions between the treatment and control
groups. There were few statistically significant differences between treatment and control groups across demographic characteristics and existing perceptions of inequality in
each country (see Table A1 in the Appendix). Data about the income distribution in
each country was sourced from the World Bank (World Bank 2017A; World Bank 2017B)
for the middle-income countries and the OECD for high-income countries (OECD 2017).
[Insert Figure 5]
We designed our study to minimize the risk the findings would be impacted by measurement issues that can arise in survey experiments. Firstly, there is a risk a “placebo
effect” or “priming” may occur whereby simply mentioning inequality could trigger a
response irrespective of the exact content of the treatment (Nair 2018; McCall 2017).
We address this concern by asking all respondents prior to the treatment about their
views on the level of national inequality and their perceived position in the national income distribution. As such, all respondents were already thinking about inequality (i.e.
both treatment and control groups were “primed”) prior to the treatment being provided,
which dramatically reduces the likelihood there is a placebo effect from the treatment
itself.
Secondly, a potential risk in a survey experiment on this topic is that results are
skewed due to “experimenter demand effects” or “social desirability bias” (Kuziemko et
al. 2015), whereby respondents provide either answers they think the experimenter would
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want to hear or answers they perceive as more socially acceptable. In our study this could
look like respondents pretending to be more altruistic (measured as being concerned
about inequality in their country) than they actually are. We reduce the likelihood
this impacts our results as all respondents remained anonymous and the surveys were
conducted online so there was no direct human interaction associated with completing
the survey. Furthermore, there was no incentive structure that could lead respondents
to believe they could answer the survey in a way to increase their likelihood of getting to
participate (or avoid participating) in a future survey (unlike studies that use platforms
like Mechanical Turk).

3.3

Empirical model

We capture the effect of information by comparing average responses to the questions in
Table 2 between the treatment group relative to the control group, using a an Ordinary
Least Squares (OLS) regression with a binary dependent variable (i.e. a linear probability
model). This involves creating a dummy variable for each question (Yj ) in Table 2 which
takes on the value 1 if the respondent strongly agrees or agrees with the statement in
question j and the value 0 if the respondent does not select one of these options. We also
create a dummy variable for the treatment group (T ), which takes on the value 1 if the
respondent belongs to the treatment group and the value 0 if the respondent belongs to
the control group. We pre-registered this study with the American Economic Association
Randomized Control Trial registry (ID number AEARCTR-0002534 and AEARCTR0002614) (Hoy and Mager 2017). We analyze the effect of information for each country
individually because the information provided is tailored to the income distribution of
each country, the questions relate to redistribution by the national government, and
the political economy within each country differs. Our linear probability model can be
written formally as follows:
Yj = β0 + β1 T + Xγ + ε,

(4)

Where β1 captures the average difference in the share of respondents in the treatment
and control groups that agreed with the statement in question j (i.e. the treatment
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effect). X is a vector of variables that controls for potential imbalance in background
characteristics between the treatment and control groups, β0 is the intercept term and ε
is the model error term.
We analyze the heterogeneous treatment effects from information in regards to people’s perceived position in the distribution, actual position in the distribution and preferred level of national inequality. In addition, we conduct a series of robustness checks
including testing the effect of information using an ordered logit model. To do this we
follow a similar approach to the main type of analysis whereby we capture the difference
in responses between treatment and control groups using the co-efficient of a dummy
variable for the treatment group (i.e. T ).

4
4.1

Data
Relatively poor people’s misperception of their position in
the distribution

The vast majority of respondents from the poorest two quintiles of the national income
distribution in each country were unable to accurately estimate which quintile in the
distribution their household belonged to (this is calculated by drawing on responses to
the question shown in Figure 4). Between 5.0 per cent (in Nigeria) to 29.1 per cent of
respondents (in the United Kingdom) accurately estimated their position. Interestingly,
respondents in high-income countries (HICs) were over 50 per cent more likely to accurately estimate their quintile in the national income distribution than respondents in
middle-income countries (MICs) (20.7 per cent answered accurately in HICs compared
to 13.0 per cent in MICs). Between 37.1 per cent (in the United Kingdom) to 63.1 per
cent (in India) of respondents from the poorest two quintiles of the national income distribution perceived their household to be in the middle quintile of the national income
distribution (see Figure 6). We call this common misperception a “median bias” and it
has also been observed in a number of studies on perceptions of inequality in high-income
countries (e.g. Gimpelson and Treisman 2018).
[Insert Figure 6]
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The presence of a median bias means that people who are actually poor tend to
overestimate their position in the national income distribution. Between 67.0 per cent
(in the United Kingdom) to 94.4 per cent (in Nigeria) of respondents in the poorest two
quintiles overestimated their position (see Figure A1 in the Appendix). Only a trivial
share of respondents in the second poorest quintile underestimated which quintile in the
national income distribution they belonged to6 .
In general, respondents under the age of 35, who are female and live in urban areas
were more likely to overestimate their position in the distribution (see Table A2 in the
Appendix)7 , however there was variation across countries. Living in an urban area and
being female is only a significant predictor of respondents’ overestimating their position in
the income distribution in MICs. In the United Kingdom and Spain, basic demographic
characteristics of respondents were not associated with overestimating one’s position.

4.2

Relationship between perceived position in the national income distribution and preferred level of national inequality

The majority of respondents in the poorest two quintiles in all countries (except India)
prefer lower levels of inequality than what they perceive to exist, however this varies
considerably depending on their perceived position in the national income distribution.
Across all countries respondents in the poorest two quintiles of the national income
distribution who perceived themselves to be in the poorest two quintiles preferred lower
levels of inequality than relatively poor people who perceived themselves to be in the
middle or richest two quintiles (see Figure 7). The difference between the share of
respondents in these two groups is statistically significant at a p-value of 0.05 in all
countries. This finding is consistent with recent evidence in high-income countries that
suggests people’s perception of their position in the distribution is a better predictor of
their redistributive preferences than what is actually the case (Gimpelson and Treisman
2018; Hauser and Norton 2017).
6

It is not possible for respondents in the poorest quintile to underestimate the quintile they belong

to.
7

This is somewhat similar to what Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso (2018) find regarding people’s
optimism about the level of mobility in their country.
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[Insert Figure 7]
In contrast, we show across the 10 countries in our study, people in the poorest two
quintiles in the national income distribution tend to have similar preferences for inequality to be lower than what they perceive it to be as people in the richest two quintiles (see
Table A3 in the Appendix). There are some countries where richer people tend to be less
likely to desire lower levels of inequality (Spain, Mexico and the Netherlands), however
there are others where the opposite is the case (India and South Africa). The difference
between the richest two quintiles and the poorest two quintiles in terms of their preference for lower inequality ranges from 13 percentage points to negative 15 percentage
points. This pattern whereby poorer people do not seem to have substantially different
preferences in regards to inequality than richer people is consistent with what has been
observed in other studies (Kuziemko et al. 2014; Roemer 1998; Holland 2018).

4.3

Relationship between perceived position in the national income distribution and satisfaction with current income

To illustrate the relationship between an individual’s perceived position in the national
income distribution and their satisfaction with their standard of living we conducted
an additional survey in Australia. This survey consisted of a nationally representative
sample of 3402 respondents using the firm IPSOS and it was in the field for two weeks
in late July and early August 2018 (more information about this survey is contained in
Hoy and Toth (2019)). We ask the exact same questions to measure respondents’ actual
position and perceived position in the national income distribution as was asked in the
10 countries in our main survey experiment. In addition, we asked respondents about
their level of satisfaction with their current income using the exact same question as
was asked in a seminal randomized survey experiment on perceptions of inequality by
Kuziemko et al. (2015).
In our sample, 43.4 per cent of respondents were either “very satisfied” or “somewhat
satisfied” with their current income, however this varied dramatically depending on where
respondents perceived themselves to be in the national income distribution. This is
shown in Figure 8 that illustrates among respondents who were actually in the poorest
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two quintiles of the national income distribution, 62.8 to 91.6 per cent of those who
perceived themselves in be in the richest two quintiles were satisfied with their current
income. In contrast, among respondents who were actually in the poorest two quintiles of
the national income distribution, 9.1 to 19.9 per cent of those who perceived themselves
to be in the poorest two quintiles were satisfied with their current income. This strong
relationship between people’s perceived position in the national income distribution and
their level of satisfaction with their current income, even among people with similar
income levels, has been shown across a large number of studies (e.g. Schneider 2019).
[Insert Figure 8]

5
5.1

Results
Effect of the treatment on relatively poor people who overestimated their position in the distribution

Informing respondents in the poorest two quintiles of the national income distribution
they are relatively poorer than they thought led them to be less likely to agree the
gap between the rich and poor is too large in their country. This treatment effect is
statistically significant in seven of the ten countries in our study (India, Mexico, Morocco,
Netherlands, Nigeria, South Africa and Spain) and there is no effect in the remaining
three countries (Australia, United Kingdom and the United States) (see Figure 9 and
Table 3). Among the seven countries where there is a statistically significant effect, the
difference between treatment and control groups is between negative 7.4 and negative
3.9 percentage points. For example, in the case of Spain 78.5 per cent of respondents
in the control group (who overestimated their position and are actually in the poorest
two quintiles) agree the gap between rich and poor is too large, whereas the share of
respondents that agree in the treatment group (who overestimated their position and are
actually in the poorest two quintiles) is 71.1 per cent. In all 10 countries, this information
does not impact people’s views about whether the government is responsible for closing
the income gap between the rich and the poor.
[Insert Figure 9]’
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[Insert Table 3]
To illustrate the magnitude of the treatment effect on people’s concern about inequality, we re-run the regression analysis above with an inverted outcome variable (i.e. the
share of respondents that do not agree the gap between the rich and poor is too large
in their country). We do this as concern about inequality is already very high in the
control group and this somewhat masks the impact of the treatment. We show in Figure
10 that the share of respondents that do not agree the gap between the rich and poor
is too large is up to twice as high in the treatment group (in the case of Nigeria). On
average, in the countries where there is a statistically significant effect, the treatment
increases the share of respondents who do not agree the gap between the rich and poor
is too large by almost 40 per cent.
[Insert Figure 10]

5.2

Main results disaggregated by respondents’ prior preferences
for inequality

The effect of information on people’s concern about the gap between the rich and poor is
largely driven by respondents who stated prior to the treatment that they prefer low levels
of national inequality. This is shown in Figure 11 and Table 4, which illustrate that in six
of the seven countries where there is a significant effect in Table 3, the effect is driven by
respondents who stated prior to the treatment that they prefer low levels of inequality
(in India, Mexico, Netherlands, Nigeria, South Africa and Spain). Among these six
countries the difference between the treatment and control groups was between negative
7.7 and negative 5.7 percentage points. The exception is in Morocco where the overall
effect of the treatment is driven primarily by people who prefer high levels of inequality;
among this group of respondents the difference between treatment and control groups was
negative 11.5 percentage points. There are no statistically significant treatment effects
in terms of respondents’ views about the responsibility of the government in closing the
gap between rich and poor among people who stated prior to the treatment they prefer
high or low levels of national inequality (see Table 4).
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[Insert Figure 11]
[Insert Table 4]

5.3

Main results disaggregated by respondents’ actual quintile
in the distribution

The treatment impacted respondents in both the poorest and second poorest quintile,
however the results are often not statistically significant (see Figure 12 and Table 5). The
treatment effect is only statistically significant in five of the countries when restricting
the sample to respondents in the poorest or second poorest quintile. The point estimate
tends to be larger in the case of respondents in the second poorest quintile. As is the
case above, there is little effect from information on people’s views about the role of the
government in closing the gap between the rich and poor among respondents in both
the poorest and second poorest quintiles. Nigeria is the only country where there is an
effect (see Table 5), in which case there are opposite effects between people who are in
the poorest and second poorest quintiles.
[Insert Figure 12]
[Insert Table 5]

5.4
5.4.1

Robustness checks
Weighting responses to match the general population

The results we show throughout the body of the paper are based on the sample average
treatment effect, which means we do not weight responses to match the general population in each country. As a robustness check we add weights based on age and gender to
our analysis. We find our main results are qualitatively similar (in some cases it strengthens the treatment effect) in all countries except for Morocco whereby the treatment is
no longer significant (see Table A4 in the Appendix).
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5.4.2

Alternative regression specifications

The results we present throughout the body of the paper are based on an OLS regression
with a binary dependent variable (a linear probability model). As a robustness check we
re-run our analysis using an ordered logit model and our main results remain statistically
significant (see Table A5 in the Appendix). In addition, we observe the treatment lowered
support for redistribution in the United States and increased people’s concern about
inequality in Australia.
5.4.3

Correcting existing misperceptions

We show the main results are not due to simply telling people they are relatively poor
by examining the effect of the treatment on respondents who accurately estimated their
position in the national income distribution. There was no effect from the treatment on
their concern about the gap between the rich and poor and whether they thought the
government was responsible for closing this gap at a p-value below 0.05 (see Table A6 in
the Appendix). This would suggest the main results are primarily due to respondents
having their existing misperceptions corrected as opposed to just being informed they
are poor.
5.4.4

Size of misperception

We show that the main results are driven by respondents who overestimated their position in the distribution by both one quintile and more than one quintile in most countries
where there is an effect (see Table A7 in the Appendix). This implies that having a misperception corrected appears to be causing the effect more than the size of the underlying
misperception.
5.4.5

Attention paid by respondents

We show the results are not skewed by respondents who rushed through (or took long
periods of time to complete) the survey and may not have paid attention to the questions.
To test this we winsorized our data by excluding the fastest 10 per cent and slowest 10
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per cent of respondents who participated in the survey8 . The main results hold in all
countries except Morocco when we only analyze this subset of respondents (see Table
A8 in the Appendix).
5.4.6

Number of household members

We show the results are not skewed by respondents who live by themselves or with a
large family in any country (see Table A9 in the Appendix). As the treatment is based
on people’s reported household income and number of household members, we conduct
this additional robustness check whereby we exclude the extreme situations where respondents only have one household member or more than five household members. The
main results hold in all countries when we only analyze this subset of respondents.

6

Discussion

This randomized survey experiment shows that informing people in the poorest two
quintiles of the national income distribution that they are relatively poorer than they
thought leads them to be less likely to agree that the gap between the rich and poor
in their country is too large, and has no effect on their desire for the government to
reduce this gap. These results are primarily driven by people who prefer low levels of
inequality and are from both the poorest and second poorest quintile in the national
income distribution.

6.1

Channel through which information is having an effect

Our findings are clearly counter to the hypothesis that informing people they are relatively poorer than they thought will increase their concern about the gap between the
rich and poor and as a result this will increase their support for the government to reduce
this gap. On the contrary, informing people they are relatively poorer than they thought
lowers their concern about the gap between the rich and poor and this does not impact
their preferences for redistribution.
8

By doing the sample was restricted to respondents who took less than 12 minutes but more than
one and a half minutes to complete the survey.
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To relate this to the model in section 29 , recall that the utility function captures
two foundational assumptions of most seminal theories of preferences for redistribution.
These two assumptions are: firstly people are averse to others having significantly different incomes to them (γ >0, β >0) and secondly people are more concerned about the
gap between their income and those richer than them as opposed to the gap between
their income and those poorer than them (|γ| > |β|) (collectively this implies γ > β >0).
Our results only support the first of these assumptions, whereby relatively poor people
are averse to large differences in incomes across society. This can be seen by the fact that
the treatment effect is primarily driven by relatively poor people who had expressed a
prior preference for low levels of inequality (i.e. where γ >0, β >0) in all countries except
for Morocco. Given this is the case, we are able to infer that the second assumption does
not hold by the following. When people are told they are relatively poorer than they
thought, this implies the gap between them and people poorer than them is smaller than
they thought ((ca − cp (p)) > (ca − cp )) and the gap between them and people richer than
them is larger than they thought ((cr (p) − ca ) < (cr − ca )). Yet they respond by being
less concerned about the gap between the rich and poor in their country, even though
they prefer low levels of inequality. This response is only consistent with the idea that
poorer people are more concerned about the gap between their income and those poorer
than them compared to the gap between their income and those richer than them (i.e.
|γ| < |β|). If this was not the case, we would expect the treatment effect to be in the
opposite direction. Collectively this implies β > γ >0.
We refer to this updating of beliefs as “benchmarking”, whereby people use their
own standard of living as a reference point for what they consider acceptable for others.
This explains the results to our study as follows. People had perceived themselves to
have an “average” living standard compared to other people in their country prior to
the treatment, even though they are actually relatively poor. Their previous assessment
of their relative status implies they thought there was a similar share of people poorer
9

U (ca , cp (p), cr (p)) = U (ca ) − βU (ca − cp (p)) − γU (cr (p) − ca )
In this model an individual’s utility (U (ca , cp (p), cr (p))) depends on their own consumption (ca ) as well
as the direction and size of the weighting they place on their consumption relative to how they perceive
the consumption of people poorer (cp (p)) than them (β) and how they perceive the consumption of
people richer (cr (p)) than them (γ).
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than them and richer than them in their country (this is as a result of selecting oneself
as being around the middle of the national income distribution). Upon receiving the
treatment this led people to realize two points. Firstly, there are fewer people in their
country with a living standard they considered to be relatively poor. Secondly, what
they had considered to be an average living standard (their own standard of living) is
actually relatively poor compared to other people in their country. Both of these points
would suggest the treatment provided to respondents would lead them to become less
concerned about the living standard of poor people in their country. Consequently this
would result in them becoming less likely to agree the gap between the rich and poor
in their country is too large, given their utility is weighted as we show it is above (i.e.
β > γ >0).

6.2

How these findings relate to previous studies

The regularity of our findings across a diverse range of countries should be considered
when assessing how they relate to previous studies. The only other study that directly
tests the hypothesis in this paper, by Cruces, Perez-Truglia and Tetaz (2013), provides
evidence that when people are told they are relatively poorer than they thought they
become more supportive of redistribution. The difference in results between their survey
experiment and our study could be due to a range of factors such as differences in location
or the use of a household survey as opposed to an online survey. Our study is based upon
representative samples of the population with internet access in each country, whereas
the sample in Cruces, Perez-Truglia and Tetaz (2013) is restricted to people living in
one city in Argentina. In addition, we use an anonymous online survey as opposed to
a household survey like Cruces, Perez-Truglia and Tetaz (2013), to minimize the risk of
social desirability bias (when a respondent provides an interviewer with answers they
think are more socially acceptable).
The notion of benchmarking that we articulate also helps to explain the findings
of a recent study in the United States which shows that telling people they are richer
than they thought in the global income distribution makes them more supportive of
international redistribution (Nair 2018). Nair (2018) shows that most respondents to
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his survey in the United States thought they only had a slightly above average living
standard compared to other people around the world and informing them that they were
among some of the richest people on earth drastically changed their views. They became
more supportive of foreign aid and more likely to provide money to charities operating in
developing countries. This implies a similar utility function to our study (i.e. β > γ >0),
whereby people are averse to inequality and are more concerned about the gap between
their income and the poorest in society as opposed to the gap between their income and
the richest in society. The key difference is that we focus on the poorest quintiles in the
national income distribution, while Nair (2018) focuses on the richest quintiles in the
global income distribution.
We are able to rule out a potential alternative channel that could be driving our
results, which is what Kuziemko et al. (2014) call “last place aversion”. They show poorer
people can be less supportive of redistribution (particularly in the form of increases in
the minimum wage) if it is set to benefit those individuals directly below them. As
mentioned in section 2 this would imply that one of the foundational assumptions of most
theories of preferences for redistribution does not hold as poor people prefer inequality
between them and people poorer than them (i.e. β <0). We present three pieces of
evidence to illustrate that it is unlikely this is driving our results. Firstly, the effect
of information in our study is driven by people who prefer low levels of inequality (i.e.
γ >0,β >0). Secondly, the main effect is driven not just by people near the bottom of the
income distribution (i.e. the poorest quintile), but also by people in the second poorest
quintile in most countries. Thirdly, the effect we report relates to people’s concern about
inequality, as opposed to their preferences for redistribution. Collectively, these three
points provide us with enough confidence that last place aversion is not an adequate
explanation of what is causing the findings to our study.
Our research bolsters findings from other studies on the elasticity of people’s preferences for redistribution (Kuziemko et al. 2015, Hauser and Norton 2017), which is
that it is easier for information to alter people’s concerns about inequality than their
desire for government-led redistribution. For example, Kuziemko et al. (2015) show that
providing multiple pieces of information about inequality in the United States does not
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lead to greater support for redistribution10 , even though it does have a large impact on
people’s concern about inequality. We show a similar pattern, whereby even though we
are able to detect effects on people’s concern about inequality from the treatment in
most countries, this does not lead to changes in their preferences for redistribution.

6.3

Implications for theories of preferences for redistribution

There are two important implications from our study about theories of preferences for redistribution. Firstly, benchmarking means there are competing channels through which
people think about redistribution. On the one hand, poorer people may be more supportive if they are set to benefit from redistribution, but on the other hand they may be
less supportive if they are less concerned about the absolute living standard of people
who are relatively poor. This suggests that existing theories of preferences for redistribution need to be revised. For example, the Meltzer-Richard hypothesis (1981), put
simply, proposes that people below the median income in the distribution should be the
most supportive of redistribution. This is based on whether the individual is potentially
set to benefit or lose from redistribution. However, benchmarking would imply there is
also an effect in the opposite direction. Even though relatively poor people may be likely
to benefit from redistribution they are also less likely to think redistribution to the poor
is needed.
Secondly, we add to the growing evidence base that suggests seminal theories of
preferences for redistribution should be modified to reflect the fact that most people
do not have accurate information about the income distribution in their country (Gimpelson and Treisman 2018; Hauser and Norton 2017). Consistent with recent research
in high-income countries, we show most relatively poor people do not realize they are
near the bottom of the national income distribution and their perceived position in the
distribution appears to be more closely aligned with their preferences for redistribution
than their actual position in the distribution (Gimpelson and Treisman 2018; Hauser and
Norton 2017; Kuhn 2015; Engelhardt and Wagener 2014). We extend these stylized facts
from studies in high-income countries to a diverse group of middle-income countries. A
10

The exception is in regards to support for the estate tax.
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practical implication of these findings is that policy makers who are interested in understanding people’s support for redistribution in their country should be as concerned (if
not more so) about people’s perception of inequality as opposed to what is actually the
case.

7

Conclusion

This study makes a significant contribution by showing how one of the foundational
assumptions of seminal theories of preferences for redistribution lacks empirical support
in a diverse range of countries. In contrast to what theories assume, informing people they
are relatively poorer than they thought reduced their concern about the gap between the
rich and poor in their country. This effect was primarily driven by people who prefer low
levels of inequality and actually belong to both the poorest and second poorest quintiles
in their national income distribution. We illustrate that our results are due to people
using their own living standard as a “benchmark” for what they consider acceptable for
others. This phenomenon has a downward effect on relatively poor people’s support for
redistribution from rich to poor, even though they could benefit. Our findings are far
more generalizable than other studies to date as we surveyed over 30,000 people from 10
countries that make up 30 per cent of the world’s population and 40 per cent of global
GDP.
There are three directions which we believe are promising for future research on the
topic of why relatively poor people are not more supportive of redistribution. Firstly,
a deeper understanding could be developed about whether people’s preferences for redistribution are based on absolute, as opposed to relative, differences in incomes in
society. Secondly, further survey experiments could examine what types of information,
if any, would lead poorer people to become more supportive of redistribution. Finally,
additional analysis could be conducted that explores what factors shape preferences for
redistribution in developing countries.
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Tables and figures
Figure 1: Support for higher taxes on the wealthy to fund programs to help the poor

30
Note: The red line is the 45 degree line. As such when the data point is above the 45 degree line this means the share of relatively poor respondents
is larger than the share of relatively rich respondents that support higher taxes on the wealthy to fund programs to help the poor. Relatively poor
respondents have incomes below the median and relatively rich respondents have incomes above the median. The full wording of the question is: “What
would you do to reduce the gap between the rich and poor in our country? Higher taxes on the wealthy and corporations to fund programs that help the
poor OR Lower taxes on the wealthy and corporations to encourage investment and economic growth?”
This figure presents the results of a question about support for redistribution in a survey across 44 countries by PEW Research Center in 2014. Specifically,
it shows the share of relatively rich and poor respondents in each country that prefer high taxes on the wealthy and corporations to fund programs to
help the poor.
Source: PEW Research 2014.

Figure 2 - Question about respondents’ perception of the existing level of inequality in the United States

31
Note: The most unequal distribution option is based upon the actual level of income inequality in South Africa. This is followed by the distribution in
the United States, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands. The most equal distribution options are more equitable than what exists in any country
in the world. The preamble to the question was adjusted in each country. For example, in the United Kingdom the question stated “the total British
population”, not “the total American population”.
This figure shows the question that was asked about people’s views on the current level of inequality in the United States.

Figure 3 - Question about respondents’ preference for the level of inequality in the United States

32
Note: The most unequal distribution option is based upon the actual level of income inequality in South Africa. This is followed by the distribution in
the United States, the United Kingdom and the Netherlands. The most equal distribution options are more equitable than what exists in any country in
the world.
This figure shows the question that was asked about people’s preference for the level of inequality in the United States.

Figure 4 - Question about respondents’ perceived position in the national income distribution

33
Note: This question was asked immediately after the question shown in Figure 2.
This figure shows the question that was asked about people’s views on their perceived position in the national income distribution.

Figure 5 - Example of the information shown to respondents in the treatment group

Note: The treatment was tailored to the specific circumstances of each respondent based on which country they lived in and their reported household
income in per capita terms.
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This figure shows an example of the information provided to respondents in the treatment group in the United States who belonged to the second richest
quintile.

Figure 6: The perceived position in the national income distribution of respondents from the poorest two
quintiles

35
Note: ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA - South Africa, UK - United Kingdom,
AU - Australia.
This figure shows the perceived position in the national income distribution of respondents from the poorest two quintiles in each country and it is based
on answers to the question in Figure 4.

Figure 7: Share of respondents in the poorest two quintiles that prefer lower inequality, disaggregated
by their perceived position in the distribution
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Note: The black lines at the end of each bar present the 95 per cent confidence intervals. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA - South Africa, UK - United Kingdom. Australia is excluded because respondents were not asked prior
to the treatment about their preferred level of inequality.
This figure shows the share of respondents in the poorest two quintiles who prefer lower inequality than what they perceive to exist disaggregated by
whether they perceive themselves to be in the poorest two quintiles or the middle and richest two quintiles in the national income distribution.

Figure 8: Share of respondents in the poorest two quintiles that are satisfied with their income,
disaggregated by their perceived position in the national income distribution
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Note: This figure is based on an additional survey completed in Australia, which is described in detail in Hoy and Toth (2019).
This figure shows the share of respondents in the poorest two quintiles who were satisfied with their income disaggregated by their perceived position in
the national income distribution.

Figure 9: The impact of the treatment on respondents in the poorest two quintiles of the national
income distribution that overestimated their position

38
Note: The results presented in the first panel are based on the share of respondents that agree the gap between the rich and poor is too large in their
country and the results in the second panel are based on the share of respondents that agree the government is responsible for closing the gap between
the rich and poor.
This figure provides a visual representation of the results for the main regressions in Table 3 by plotting the coefficients of the treatment dummies in each
country for the outcomes of interest.

Figure 10: The impact of the treatment on the share of respondents that do not agree the gap between
the rich and poor is too large in their country
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Note: ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA - South Africa, UK - United Kingdom,
AU - Australia.
This figure shows the share of respondents from the poorest two quintiles of the national income distribution who overestimated their position that do
not agree the gap between the rich and poor is too large in their country.

Figure 11: The impact of the treatment disaggregated by whether respondents stated prior to the
treatment if they prefer high or low levels of inequality
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Note: Preferring high inequality is defined as selecting the 1st or 2nd options in Figure 3 and preferring low inequality is defined as selecting the 3rd, 4th,
5th or 6th options in Figure 3. Australia is excluded because respondents were not asked prior to the treatment about their preferred level of inequality.
The United Kingdom is excluded for illustration purposes (see Table 4 for the results) as less than 10 per cent of respondents stated they prefer high
inequality and the standard errors of the point estimate means the y-axis significantly re-scales and this makes it challenging to observe the findings in
the remaining countries.
This figure shows the share of respondents from the poorest two quintiles of the national income distribution who overestimated their position that agree
the gap between the rich and poor is too large in their country, disaggregated by whether they stated prior to the treatment they prefer high or low levels
of inequality.

Figure 12: The impact of the treatment disaggregated by whether respondents were in the poorest or
second poorest quintile
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Note: The United Kingdom and Australia are excluded for illustration purposes (see Table 5 for the results) as the standard errors of the point estimates
mean the y-axis needs to be significantly re-scaled and this makes it challenging to observe the findings in the remaining countries.
This figure shows the share of respondents from the poorest two quintiles of the national income distribution who overestimated their position that agree
the gap between the rich and poor is too large in their country, disaggregated by whether respondents were in the poorest or second poorest quintile.

Table 1: Age and gender of the survey sample and adult population in each country
Survey Sample
Adult Population
Male (%)
18-34 years old (%) Male (%)
Australia
49.8
29.4
49.8
India
74.7
75.6
51.8
Mexico
58.5
61.4
49.8
Morocco
68.2
63.2
49.5
Netherlands
60.3
46.3
49.7
Nigeria
71.8
79.0
50.7
South Africa
62.9
70.6
49.1
Spain
59.2
40.1
49.0
United Kingdom 47.2
27.0
49.3
United States
53.6
45.9
49.5

18-34 years old (%)
34.2
48.7
47.0
46.2
29.4
58.8
51.0
24.4
31.0
33.9
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Note: We only focused on the share of the population aged 18 years and older.
This table presents the share of male and 18 to 34 year old respondents in the survey sample and of the adult population in each country.
Source: World Bank 2017A.

Table 2: Questions about people’s concern about the gap between the rich and poor and whether they
believe the government is responsible for closing the gap
GAP – To what extent do you agree with
the following statement “The gap between the rich
and the poor in (COUNTRY X) is too large”?
(Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree or
Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree)

RESPONSIBILITY – To what extent do you
agree with the following statement “It is the
responsibility of the government to reduce the
gap between the rich and the poor”?
(Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree or
Disagree, Disagree, Strongly Disagree)

Note: The name of the country where the survey took place was inserted where COUNTRY X is shown in the table. To analyze answers to these questions
in our main regressions we create a dummy variable that takes on the value of 1 if the respondent agrees or strongly agrees with the statement and takes
on the value of 0 otherwise.
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This table presents the questions that were asked about respondents’ concern about inequality and support for redistribution. These questions are standard
in the literature and were sourced directly from existing studies.
Source: Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso 2018; ISSP 2009.

Table 3: The effect of the treatment on respondents in the poorest two quintiles of the national income
distribution that overestimated their position
(ES)
Gap too large
-0.074∗∗∗
(0.02)
Mean dep. variable
0.785
Controls
Y
Government responsible
0.005
(0.03)
Mean dep. variable
0.776
Controls
Y
Observations
877

(IN)
-0.045∗∗
(0.02)
0.856
Y
0.027
(0.03)
0.807
Y
908

(MA)
-0.039∗
(0.02)
0.785
Y
0.032
(0.03)
0.661
Y
979

(MX)
-0.069∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.865
Y
0.005
(0.03)
0.717
Y
793

(NG)
-0.064∗∗∗
(0.01)
0.927
Y
0.015
(0.02)
0.823
Y
1160

(NL)
-0.057∗∗
(0.03)
0.692
Y
0.020
(0.03)
0.647
Y
732

(US)
0.006
(0.02)
0.769
Y
-0.041
(0.03)
0.654
Y
825

(ZA)
-0.046∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.887
Y
-0.019
(0.03)
0.768
Y
950

(UK) (AU)
0.000 0.035
(0.03) (0.03)
0.824 0.775
Y
Y
0.025 0.035
(0.04) (0.04)
0.682 0.609
Y
Y
464
749
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Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia. Gap too large - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed
the gap between the rich and poor in their country is too large. Government responsible - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent
agreed or strongly agreed the government is responsible for closing the gap between the rich and poor in their country.
This table presents the results of the regression analysis specified in equation 4, where the dependent variable either captures the share of respondents
that agree the gap between the rich and poor is too large or the share of respondents that agree the government is responsible for closing the gap between
the rich and poor.

Table 4 - Heterogeneous treatment effects for respondents who overestimated their position based upon
their prior preferences for the level of inequality in their country
Gap too large×Low inequality
Gap too large×High inequality
Controls
Government responsible×Low inequality
Government responsible×High inequality
Controls

(ES)
-0.077∗∗∗
(0.02)
-0.029
(0.06)
Y
0.009
(0.03)
-0.033
(0.10)
Y

(IN)
-0.070∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.022
(0.03)
Y
0.021
(0.03)
0.037
(0.05)
Y

(MA)
-0.016
(0.02)
-0.115∗∗∗
(0.04)
Y
0.053
(0.03)
-0.038
(0.06)
Y

(MX)
-0.080∗∗∗
(0.02)
-0.035
(0.05)
Y
0.001
(0.04)
0.024
(0.07)
Y

(NG)
-0.068∗∗∗
(0.02)
-0.058∗∗
(0.03)
Y
0.025
(0.03)
0.002
(0.04)
Y

(NL)
-0.067∗∗
(0.03)
-0.026
(0.06)
Y
0.047
(0.04)
-0.104
(0.08)
Y

(US)
(ZA)
0.012 -0.057∗∗∗
(0.03)
(0.02)
-0.018
-0.025
(0.05)
(0.03)
Y
Y
-0.038
0.002
(0.04)
(0.03)
0.002
-0.074
(0.08)
(0.05)
Y
Y

(UK)
0.014
(0.03)
-0.159
(0.15)
Y
0.047
(0.04)
-0.162
(0.15)
Y

45

Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia. Gap too large - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed
the gap between the rich and poor in their country is too large. Government responsible - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent
agreed or strongly agreed the government is responsible for closing the gap between the rich and poor in their country. High inequality - Binary variable
that takes the value of 1 if the respondent stated prior to the treatment they prefer high levels of inequality (defined as selecting the 1st or 2nd options
in Figure 3). Low inequality - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent stated prior to the treatment they prefer low inequality (defined
as selecting the 3rd, 4th, 5th or 6th options in Figure 3). Australia is excluded because respondents were not asked prior to the treatment about their
preferred level of inequality.
This table presents the heterogenous effects of the treatment based on respondents’ preference for inequality, which they stated prior to the treatment.
For example, the first row of the table illustrates the effect of the treatment on respondents’ concern about inequality, conditional on stating prior to the
treatment they prefer low levels of inequality. The dependent variable either captures the share of respondents that agree the gap between the rich and
poor is too large or the share of respondents that agree the government is responsible for closing the gap between the rich and poor.

Table 5 - Heterogeneous treatment effects for respondents who overestimated their position by quintile
Gap too large×Q1
Gap too large×Q2
Controls
Government responsible×Q1
Government responsible×Q2
Controls

(ES)
-0.054∗∗
(0.02)
-0.139∗∗∗
(0.05)
Y
0.007
(0.03)
0.001
(0.05)
Y

(IN)
-0.020
(0.02)
-0.133∗∗∗
(0.04)
Y
0.018
(0.03)
0.046
(0.05)
Y

(MA)
-0.022
(0.02)
-0.110∗∗
(0.05)
Y
0.040
(0.03)
0.001
(0.07)
Y

(MX)
-0.070∗∗∗
(0.02)
-0.063
(0.05)
Y
-0.020
(0.03)
0.128
(0.08)
Y

(NG)
-0.060∗∗∗
(0.02)
-0.070∗
(0.04)
Y
0.055∗∗
(0.02)
-0.137∗∗∗
(0.04)
Y

(NL)
-0.059∗
(0.03)
-0.047
(0.05)
Y
0.026
(0.04)
0.006
(0.06)
Y

(US)
(ZA)
0.021 -0.049∗∗
(0.03) (0.02)
-0.018 -0.035
(0.04) (0.05)
Y
Y
-0.052 -0.011
(0.04) (0.03)
-0.002 -0.050
(0.06) (0.07)
Y
Y

(UK)
-0.050
(0.04)
0.121∗∗
(0.06)
Y
0.019
(0.05)
0.096
(0.07)
Y

(AU)
0.036
(0.03)
0.029
(0.06)
Y
0.046
(0.04)
-0.015
(0.07)
Y
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Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia. Gap too large - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed
the gap between the rich and poor in their country is too large. Government responsible - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed
or strongly agreed the government is responsible for closing the gap between the rich and poor in their country. Q1 - Respondents’ reported household
income in per capita terms positions them in the poorest quintile. Q2 - Respondents’ reported household income in per capita terms positions them in
the second poorest quintile.
This table presents the heterogenous effects of the treatment based on whether respondents’ reported household income in per capita terms positions
them in the poorest or second quintile in the national income distribution. For example, the first row of the table illustrates the effect of the treatment
on respondents’ concern about inequality, conditional on being in the poorest quintile in the national income distribution. The dependent variable either
captures the share of respondents that agree the gap between the rich and poor is too large or the share of respondents that agree the government is
responsible for closing the gap between the rich and poor.
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9.1

Balance table
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Table A1 - Difference in the means of the background characteristics
control groups
(ES)
(IN)
(MA)
(MX)
(NG)
(NL)
C-T
C-T
C-T
C-T
C-T
C-T
Under 35 years old
-0.009 -0.008 -0.020** 0.002
-0.003
0.006
Male
-0.004 -0.002 -0.015 -0.003 0.020** 0.011
Urban dweller
-0.003
0.015
0.005
0.004
-0.009
0.032
University educated
-0.000
0.008
-0.018
0.018
-0.030
0.003
Actually in Q1/Q2
0.011
0.019
0.011
0.001
-0.001
0.008
Perceived to be in Q1/Q2 -0.001
0.010
-0.002
0.016
-0.003
-0.004
Perceive High Inequality
-0.031** 0.001
0.026*
0.010 -0.030** 0.025*
Prefer Low Inequality
0.011
0.000
-0.022 -0.001
0.014
0.009
F-statistic
0.594
0.938
1.045
1.407
0.797
0.955

of respondents in treatment and
(US)
(ZA)
(UK)
(AU)
C-T
C-T
C-T
C-T
-0.015
-0.005
-0.027 -0.008
0.001 0.026*** 0.001
0.010
-0.019 0.042*
0.011
0.012
-0.021
0.004
-0.005 -0.052**
-0.000
-0.024
0.024
0.045*
0.021
-0.019
0.010
-0.028
0.005
-0.007
-0.005
N/A
-0.007
0.003
-0.004
N/A
0.501
0.989
0.559 2.318**

Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA
- South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia. C - Control, T - Treatment, Q1 - Quintile 1, Q2 - Quintile 2, N/A - Not available as respondents
in Australia were not asked prior to the treatment about their preferred and perceived level of inequality. Under 35 - Binary variable for respondents aged
between 18 and 34 years old, Male - Binary variable for male respondents, Urban - Binary variable for respondents in urban areas, University educated Binary variable for respondents who completed university education. Perceive High inequality - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent
stated prior to the treatment they prefer high levels of inequality (defined as selecting the 1st or 2nd options in Figure 2). Prefer Low inequality - Binary
variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent stated prior to the treatment they prefer low inequality (defined as selecting the 3rd, 4th, 5th or 6th
options in Figure 3).

9.2

Additional descriptive tables and charts
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Table A2 - Characteristics associated with respondents in the poorest
position in the distribution
(ES)
(IN)
(MA)
(MX)
(NG)
(NL)
∗
∗∗∗
Under 35
0.025
0.034
0.035
0.002
0.043
0.057∗∗
(0.02) (0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
Male
0.033 -0.042∗∗ -0.054∗∗ -0.049∗∗∗ -0.000
-0.028
(0.02) (0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.01)
(0.02)
Urban
0.034 0.066∗∗∗
0.030
0.083∗∗∗ 0.045∗∗∗ 0.033
(0.02) (0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.01)
(0.02)
University educated 0.027
0.004
-0.023
0.010
-0.011
-0.018
(0.02) (0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.01)
(0.02)
Constant
0.755
0.830
0.812
0.855
0.878
0.805
(0.02) (0.03)
(0.03)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)

two quintiles overestimating their
(US)
0.068∗∗∗
(0.02)
-0.006
(0.02)
0.003
(0.02)
0.018
(0.03)
0.719
(0.02)

(ZA)
0.095∗∗∗
(0.02)
-0.043∗∗
(0.02)
0.068∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.015
(0.03)
0.703
(0.03)

(UK)
(AU)
0.048 0.070∗∗
(0.04) (0.03)
-0.045 -0.022
(0.03) (0.03)
0.010 0.053∗
(0.03) (0.03)
0.035
0.024
(0.03) (0.03)
0.665
0.729
(0.03) (0.03)

Note: The table presents the results of an OLS regression for respondents in the poorest two quintiles whereby the dependent variable is a binary variable
that takes the value of 1 if a respondent overestimates their position and a value of 0 if they accurately or under estimate their position. The independent
variables are a set of dummy variables of basic demographic characteristics of respondents (age, gender, location and level of education). Under 35 Binary variable for respondents aged between 18 and 34 years old, Male - Binary variable for male respondents, Urban - Binary variable for respondents
in urban areas, University educated - Binary variable for respondents who completed university education. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX
- Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA - South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia. ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗
p < 0.01.

Table A3: Share of respondents in the richest two quintiles and poorest two quintiles that prefer lower
inequality

Poorest two quintiles
Richest two quintiles
Difference

(ES)
%
61
48
13

(IN)
%
40
55
-15

(MA)
%
51
45
6

(MX)
%
51
41
10

(NG)
%
45
44
1

(NL)
%
51
40
11

(US)
%
57
49
8

(ZA)
%
52
66
-14

(UK)
%
77
78
-1

(AU)
%
76
70
6

Note: ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA - South Africa, UK - United Kingdom,
AU - Australia.
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Figure A1: Share of respondents in the poorest two quintiles that over, accurately and under estimate
their position in the national income distribution

51
ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA - South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU
- Australia.

9.3

Robustness checks tables

Table A4 - Effect of treatment on people who overestimated their place and are in the poorest two
quintiles (weighted by age and gender)
Gap too large
Mean dep. variable
Controls
Government responsible
Mean dep. variable
Controls
Observations

(ES)
-0.056∗∗
(0.02)
0.785
Y
0.008
(0.03)
0.792
Y
877

(IN)
-0.078∗∗∗
(0.03)
0.866
Y
0.017
(0.03)
0.834
Y
908

(MA)
-0.023
(0.03)
0.769
Y
0.036
(0.04)
0.635
Y
979

(MX)
-0.069∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.872
Y
0.000
(0.03)
0.731
Y
793

(NG)
-0.061∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.927
Y
-0.009
(0.03)
0.842
Y
1160

(NL)
-0.052∗
(0.03)
0.708
Y
-0.007
(0.04)
0.686
Y
732

(US)
0.026
(0.02)
0.772
Y
-0.033
(0.04)
0.648
Y
825

(ZA)
-0.063∗∗∗
(0.02)
0.869
Y
0.017
(0.03)
0.730
Y
950

(UK)
-0.000
(0.04)
0.785
Y
0.032
(0.05)
0.634
Y
464

(AU)
0.035
(0.03)
0.775
Y
0.035
(0.04)
0.609
Y
749
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Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia. Gap too large - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed
the gap between the rich and poor in their country is too large. Government responsible - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent
agreed or strongly agreed the government is responsible for closing the gap between the rich and poor in their country.

Table A5 - Effect of treatment on people who overestimated their place and are in the poorest two
quintiles (ordered logit)
Gap too large
Government responsible

(ES)
0.306∗∗∗
(0.09)
-0.028
(0.11)

(IN)
0.226∗∗∗
(0.09)
-0.139
(0.10)

(MA)
0.161∗
(0.09)
-0.073
(0.10)

(MX)
0.285∗∗∗
(0.10)
0.009
(0.11)

(NG)
0.381∗∗∗
(0.08)
0.009
(0.09)

(NL)
0.183∗
(0.09)
0.011
(0.12)

(US)
0.000
(0.09)
0.237∗∗
(0.11)

(ZA)
0.175∗∗
(0.09)
-0.007
(0.10)

(UK)
-0.084
(0.16)
-0.148
(0.15)

(AU)
-0.262∗∗
(0.13)
-0.207
(0.13)

Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA
- South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia. Gap too large - Variable that takes on the value of 1 (strongly agrees), 2 (agrees), 3 (neither agree
or disagree), 4 (disagrees), 5 (strongly disagrees) the gap between the rich and poor is too large depending on the respondent’s answer to the question in
the first column of Table 2. Government responsible - Variable that takes on the value of 1 (strongly agrees), 2 (agrees), 3 (neither agree or disagree), 4
(disagrees), 5 (strongly disagrees) the government is responsible for closing gap between the rich and poor depending on the respondent’s answer to the
question in the second column of Table 2.
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Table A6 - Effect of treatment on people who accurately
(ES)
(IN)
(MA) (MX) (NG) (NL)
Gap too large
-0.075 -0.082 -0.032 -0.060 -0.034 0.008
(0.05) (0.06) (0.04) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06)
Mean dep. variable
0.798 0.775
0.789
0.833 0.938 0.671
Controls
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
∗
∗
Government responsible -0.022 0.017 -0.101 -0.030 0.164
0.096
(0.05) (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.09) (0.07)
Mean dep. variable
0.841 0.805
0.734
0.764 0.691 0.716
Controls
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Observations
164
104
244
106
74
124

estimated their place
(US) (ZA) (UK) (AU)
0.009 -0.029 -0.010 -0.009
(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
0.801 0.904 0.901 0.928
Y
Y
Y
Y
-0.053 0.042 0.052 0.008
(0.06) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
0.722 0.804 0.765 0.723
Y
Y
Y
Y
238
258
212
198
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Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia. Gap too large - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed
the gap between the rich and poor in their country is too large. Government responsible - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent
agreed or strongly agreed the government is responsible for closing the gap between the rich and poor in their country.

Table A7 - Effect of treatment on people by size of misperception of position in the distribution
(ES)
(IN)
(MA)
(MX)
(NG)
(NL) (US)
(ZA)
(UK) (AU)
Gap too large× 1Q
-0.079∗∗∗ -0.078∗∗ -0.028 -0.075∗∗ -0.051∗∗ -0.055 0.005
-0.009
0.043 0.023
(0.03)
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
(0.02)
(0.04) (0.03)
(0.02)
(0.04) (0.04)
∗∗
∗∗
∗∗∗
∗∗∗
Gap too large× >1Q
-0.068
-0.025 -0.052 -0.066
-0.070
-0.058 0.010 -0.078
-0.103 0.051
(0.03)
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)
(0.02)
(0.04) (0.04)
(0.03)
(0.08) (0.05)
Controls
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Government responsible× 1Q
0.024
0.031
0.023
0.072
-0.047
-0.027 -0.022
-0.011
0.051 0.013
(0.03)
(0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
(0.04)
(0.04) (0.04)
(0.04)
(0.05) (0.05)
Government responsible× >1Q
-0.020
0.024
0.046
-0.054
0.043
0.073 -0.053
-0.026
-0.002 0.065
(0.04)
(0.03) (0.05) (0.04)
(0.03)
(0.05) (0.06)
(0.04)
(0.08) (0.05)
Controls
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
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Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA South Africa, UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia. Gap too large - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed
the gap between the rich and poor in their country is too large. Government responsible - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent
agreed or strongly agreed the government is responsible for closing the gap between the rich and poor in their country. 1Q refers to respondents who
overestimated their position by one quintile, >1Q refers to respondents who overestimated their position by more than one quintile.

Table A8 - Winsorized Treatment Effect
(ES)
(IN)
(MA)
(MX)
(NG)
Gap too large
-0.070∗∗∗ -0.045∗∗ -0.026 -0.082∗∗∗ -0.069∗∗∗
(0.02)
(0.02) (0.02)
(0.02)
(0.02)
Mean dep. variable
0.792
0.862
0.785
0.870
0.923
Controls
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Government responsible
-0.001
0.009
0.026
-0.011
0.023
(0.03)
(0.03) (0.04)
(0.04)
(0.03)
Mean dep. variable
0.786
0.817
0.660
0.711
0.835
Controls
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Observations
714
711
684
647
688

(NL)
-0.072∗∗
(0.03)
0.707
Y
0.029
(0.04)
0.649
Y
567

(US)
0.014
(0.03)
0.764
Y
0.011
(0.04)
0.635
Y
679

(ZA)
-0.041∗∗
(0.02)
0.886
Y
0.003
(0.03)
0.752
Y
690
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Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. To winsorize the sample we excluded the top 10 per cent and bottom 10 per cent of respondents based on the
time it took them to complete the survey. ES - Spain, IN - India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA
- South Africa. Gap too large - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed the gap between the rich and poor in
their country is too large. Government responsible - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed the government
is responsible for closing the gap between the rich and poor in their country. The United Kingdom and Australia are excluded from this robustness check
because the time to complete the survey was not tracked.

Table A9 - Effect of treatment on respondents excluding those who have 1 or more than 5 members of
their household
(ES)
(IN)
(MA)
(MX)
(NG)
(NL)
(US)
(ZA)
(UK) (AU)
∗∗∗
∗∗
∗∗
∗∗∗
∗∗
∗
∗∗∗
Gap too large
-0.084
-0.064
-0.066
-0.078
-0.054
-0.058 -0.000 -0.065
0.022 0.034
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.03)
(0.02)
(0.02)
(0.03) (0.03)
(0.02)
(0.03) (0.03)
Mean dep. variable
0.787
0.857
0.779
0.878
0.921
0.688
0.774
0.882
0.824 0.781
Controls
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Government responsible
0.012
0.028
0.071∗
0.013
0.028
0.030 -0.035
-0.049
0.058 0.060
(0.03)
(0.03)
(0.04)
(0.04)
(0.03)
(0.04) (0.04)
(0.04)
(0.04) (0.04)
Mean dep. variable
0.773
0.798
0.625
0.709
0.835
0.644
0.667
0.758
0.674 0.608
Controls
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Observations
777
610
548
606
523
512
637
544
415
602
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Note: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. We restricted our analysis to a sample of respondents with two to five household members. ES - Spain, IN
- India, MA - Morocco, MX - Mexico, NG - Nigeria, NL - Netherlands, US - United States, ZA - South Africa. UK - United Kingdom, AU - Australia.
Gap too large - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed the gap between the rich and poor in their country
is too large. Government responsible - Binary variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent agreed or strongly agreed the government is responsible
for closing the gap between the rich and poor in their country.

9.4

Demographic questions included in the survey
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The options provided in this question are based on a respondent in the United States that has five household members. This question was adjusted
depending on the country where the survey was taken and the answers provided to the preceding question about the number of people in a respondent’s
household. The five options provided to respondents were roughly equal to the five quintiles of the national income distribution.

9.5

Details about survey methodology

The online surveys were conducted by three different survey firms (YouGov, IPSOS and
RIWI) across the 10 countries and captured a nationally representative sample of the
internet population in each country. It is not possible to survey people through an online
platform if they do not have access to the internet, but this is an increasingly small share
of the population in most countries included in this study. It is important to note that
the findings are only generalizable for the internet population as opposed to the broader
population in each country.
There was a slight variation in the sampling approach used by the firms. YouGov
(conducted survey in the United Kingdom) and IPSOS (conducted survey in Australia)
used a traditional panel survey approach whereas RIWI (conducted the surveys in the
United States, Spain, the Netherlands, India, Nigeria, South Africa, Morocco and Mexico) reach the general internet population through random domain intercept technology.
Both sampling strategies are internationally respected and have been shown to provide
a sample of respondents that is representative of the internet population. We examined
how much of a difference the sampling methodology may be making by conducting the
same survey using the different approaches in Mexico. In general, the responses to the
surveys were qualitative similar, however levels of support for redistribution were higher
in the panel survey.
On average, across all the countries there was an attrition rate of around 25 to 30 per
cent, which is similar to other survey experiments on this topic, such as Kuziemko et al.
(2015). In addition, there was a slightly higher attrition rate between the treatment and
control groups that varied between 2.7 and 4.4 percentage points across countries. This
is a similar rate of differential attrition as in Kuziemko et al. (2015). The attrition rate
was also higher among respondents in the countries where the surveys were conducted
by RIWI.
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