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1 Introduction

The government’s role in reducing inequality is one of the most divisive economic issues

across the political spectrum (Haidt 2012). Right-wing voters tend to believe that there

is a limited role for governments to redistribute income across society for a range of

reasons, such as believing that individuals have the capacity to work hard to improve

their own living standards (Castles and Mair 1984, Huber and Inglehardt 1995, Benoit

and Laver 2009). In contrast, left-wing voters tend to be more in favor of government-led

redistribution, which is motivated by a number of factors such as being more pessimistic

about the ability of individuals to change the circumstances they are born into (Castles

and Mair 1984, Huber and Inglehardt 1995, Benoit and Laver 2009). In light of increas-

ing political polarization across a number of countries (ParlGov 2019), it is important

to examine the extent to which these divisions are a result of fundamental ideological

differences in preferences for redistribution between right- and left-wing voters, versus

differences in perceptions about aspects of the economic environment, such as the extent

of inequality in society. If these divisions are partly due to differences in perceptions,

then there may be room to bring about greater political harmony and potentially more

efficient resource allocations by providing accurate information.

Recent research in a number of countries raises the possibility that preferences for

redistribution may be largely based on several misperceptions about inequality (Gim-

pelson and Treisman 2018, Hauser and Norton 2017). People tend to (1) underestimate

the level of inequality, (2) overestimate the degree of upward mobility, and (3) believe

they are in the middle of the national income distribution in their country, regardless of

whether they are rich or poor (Gimpelson and Treisman 2018, Hauser and Norton 2017).

This raises the question as to whether right- or left-wing voters tend to hold larger

misperceptions and consequently whether the provision of accurate information address-

ing these underlying misperceptions increases or reduces polarization in preferences for

redistribution across the political spectrum.

To develop a better understanding of how information about inequality shifts right-

and left-wing voters’ support for redistribution, we conduct three nationally represen-
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tative1 randomized survey experiments of 7020 people in Australia. Mandatory voting

that generates one of the world’s highest voter participation rates, and a two-party demo-

cratic electoral system, enable relatively credible identification of right- and left-wing vot-

ers (ParlGov 2019). Respondents are randomly allocated to receive information about

either the level of national inequality and economic mobility in Australia (Treatment

A), their position in the national income distribution (Treatment B), or no informa-

tion (Control). These treatments aim to correct misperceptions about what are thought

to be the two key determinants of people’s preferences for redistribution (Alesina and

Giuliano 2011), which are their beliefs about the size of income differences in society

due to luck (we proxy for this by providing Treatment A) and their beliefs about their

position in the income distribution (captured in Treatment B). Prior to receiving the

treatment, respondents provide information about their voting preferences (along with

other background characteristics, including their zip code) and their existing perceptions

of inequality. Following the treatment, respondents answer a series of questions on their

support for redistribution and policy preferences that have been used in a number of

prior studies on preferences for redistribution (e.g., Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso 2018),

in a between-subjects design. We also include an incentivized measure of willingness

to redistribute income to address national inequality, as we ask respondents if they will

make a financial contribution out of their compensation for completing the survey, to a

large charity working to address inequality in Australia.

Conventional economic theories of other-regarding preferences and preferences for

redistribution predict that informing people that inequality is worse and upward mobility

is more limited than they expected (the components of Treatment A), or letting people

know they are relatively poorer than they expected (Treatment B), should increase their

support for redistribution (e.g., Meltzer and Richard 1981, Benabou and Ok 2001, Piketty

1995, Fehr and Schmidt 1999). However, there is limited theoretical guidance from

existing studies as to whether right- or left-wing voters’ preferences for redistribution

are more elastic and if accurate information about inequality would increase or reduce

polarization across the political spectrum (Hauser and Norton 2017). We extend the

seminal theory to our context by developing a simple model that predicts if right-wing
1Based on age, gender and location.
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voters have more inaccurate priors (i.e. they are more likely to underestimate the level

of inequality), then providing accurate information is likely to result in convergence

in preferences for redistribution across the political spectrum. As long as elasticity to

information is non-decreasing in distance from the truth, which is the most natural

assumption, then both groups approach the truth “from below”, however right-wingers

see a larger change and partly “catch up” to left-wingers. However, if left-wing voters

have larger misperceptions then greater polarization will arise from attempting to correct

inaccurate priors.

Our findings are consistent with the hypothesis that a significant part of the gap in

preferences for redistribution between right-wing and left-wing voters is due to misper-

ceptions, which can be partly corrected by providing accurate information. We find that

right-wing voters tend to be far more likely to hold inaccurate views about the level of

inequality, degree of mobility and their position in the income distribution and hence,

consistent with our theory, both Treatments A and B boost their support for redistribu-

tion. Meanwhile, there is little effect from the treatments on left-wing voters, who hold

more beliefs about the extent of inequality and are more supportive of redistribution

to begin with. Hence, the provision of accurate information about inequality leads to

convergence between right-wing and left-wing voters’ preferences, reducing the gap in

support for redistribution by between 21 to 37 percent.

We build on these main results through a series of design features that allow us to

shed further light on the mechanisms behind the findings. We illustrate that our results

are likely to be due to information correcting people’s pre-existing misperceptions. The

main effects for Treatment A are driven by respondents who had a prior perception

that low levels of inequality exist, while the impact of Treatment B is driven by respon-

dents who had overestimated their relative position. In addition, we complement our

main results with an incentivized measure of willingness to redistribute income, through

providing the option to donate to a charity fighting against inequality. Under this mea-

sure, we also find that information about inequality leads to convergence between right-

and left-wing voters. Namely, right-wing voters in the control group are more likely to

donate than left-wing voters (even after controlling for background characteristics, in-

cluding income), which is consistent with right-wing voters preferring non-government to
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government-led redistribution. However, both Treatments A and B lowered the propen-

sity of right-wing voters to donate to a large charity working to reduce inequality in

Australia. This appears to be due to the treatments shifting voters’ preferences for how

best to reduce inequality from non-governmental to governmental means. We also ex-

plore the extent to which respondents’ exposure to inequality in their local area interacts

with the treatment as this could make people more likely to believe the treatments about

national inequality. Our results support this idea as we show that elasticity of people’s

preferences for redistribution is higher among respondents who live in areas with high

levels of local inequality.

Our research makes three novel contributions to the literature on this topic. Firstly,

we show that providing accurate information about different types of inequality can

reduce polarization between right-wing and left-wing voters. Specifically, we show that

right-wing voters are more likely to have perceptions about the level of inequality, degree

of mobility and their position in the national income distribution that seminal economic

theories predict would make them less supportive of government-led redistribution. They

respond to accurate information by becoming more supportive. Meanwhile, left-wing vot-

ers’ perceptions are closer to the truth and hence their preferences are less responsive

to various types of information about inequality. Previous research has not focused on

these issues in great detail. Only three studies have detected differences in the elasticity

of preferences for redistribution between respondents based on their political views, one

that provided information about mobility (Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso 2018) and two

that informed respondents of their position in the national distribution (Fehr, Moller-

strom and Perez-Truglia 2019; Karadja, Mollerstrom, and Seim 2017). However, these

studies are not directly comparable to our survey experiment as they provide different

information treatments, focus on different segments of the population2 and categorize

respondents based on political views in a different way.

Secondly, there are a number of innovative features of the design of our study. We

conduct three nationally representative survey experiments that test the same treatments
2For example, in the case of Karadja, Mollerstrom, and Seim (2017), relatively rich individuals dis-

proportionately participated in the survey experiment, which resulted in only six percent of respondents
overestimating their position in the national income distribution. In contrast, our sample of respon-
dents is broadly representative of the national population and 48 percent of respondents to our survey
overestimated their position in the distribution.
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and share a common set of outcomes over a period of three years that span two different

governments. By doing so we illustrate the robustness and replicability of our results

(the results are consistent across each survey experiment; see Tables A1-A3 in Online

Appendix A). We also tease out the mechanisms behind our main results in three key

ways. We test how prior beliefs interact with the treatments, as recent work highlights

that conceptually this relationship could go in either direction as it depends on people’s

willingness to believe the information they receive (Alesina, Miano and Stantcheva 2020,

Nyhan and Reifler 2010). In addition, we examine a potential channel that may impact

whether people are willing to update their priors, which is the level of inequality they are

exposed to in their day to day lives, as this has been shown to be correlated with pref-

erences for redistribution (e.g. Newman, Johnston, and Lown 2015, Roth and Wohlfart

2018). Finally, we leverage an incentivized outcome, charitable giving, to corroborate

our main findings, whereas previous studies examining the effect of information about

national inequality have not done this.

Thirdly, we contribute to the existing literature by conducting our study in a setting

that has similar levels of inequality, upward mobility and government-led redistribution

to the average for OECD countries (OECD, 2020)3 and a political system allowing for

a straightforward comparison of differences between right- and left-wing voters. Over

97 percent4 of respondents to our survey are voters (as voting is compulsory) and the

two-party system in Australia means over 70 percent of respondents intend to cast their

primary vote for one of the main left-wing or right-wing parties (a further 16 percent are

undecided). This is in contrast to countries where previous studies have been conducted

that have much lower voter turnout and/or are more fragmented, multi-party systems

(ParlGov 2019). In these settings, substantially larger sample sizes are needed to achieve

the same levels of statistical power to examine heterogeneous treatment effects as in our
3Existing research on polarization between voters (e.g. Alesina, Stantcheva, and Teso 2018, Karadja,

Mollerstrom and Seim 2017) has primarily been conducted in settings that may have lower external
validity than other high-income countries, such as the United States and Scandinavian countries (e.g.
as previously discussed by Alesina and Glaeser 2004, Alesina and La Ferrara 2005, Alesina and Angeletos
2005).

4Only Australian citizens are eligible to vote, so some of our respondents may have permanent
residency visas, which means they are able to reside in Australia indefinitely even though they cannot
vote in national elections.
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study5, which already has one of the largest sample sizes in the existing literature.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In the second section, we outline

the context of the study, the related literature on this topic, and present a theoretical

framework of how perceptions of inequality shape support for redistribution. This is

followed by a description of the methodology and some stylized facts that emerged from

the survey data. We then outline the findings of the randomized survey experiment and

discuss the implications.

2 Background

2.1 Background on the political context in Australia

Australia provides a particularly useful context to study voters’ preferences for redistri-

bution for a number of reasons. Firstly, the democratic electoral process is a de facto

two-party system that is comparable to that of many other OECD countries (ParlGov

2019). In Australia there is preferential voting, which requires voters to rank all can-

didates. Only two parties have formed national governments since the Second World

War (a right-leaning party and a left-leaning party), and there have only been seven

changes of government between these parties over this time period (ParlGov 2019). The

two main political parties in Australia are the Liberal Party and the Labor Party and

both of these parties have a well-established coalition with a smaller party that shares

a similar ideology (the National Party in the case of the Liberal Party and the Greens

Party in the case of the Labor Party). The Liberal-National Party bloc is categorized

as right-wing by international standards and the Labor-Greens Party bloc is left-wing

(ParlGov 2019). A relatively unique feature of Australian politics is that voting is com-

pulsory, so election participation rates are upwards of 90 percent. This is useful because

the right vs left political preferences expressed by our respondents are highly likely to

correspond to actual voting behavior.

Secondly, similar to most high-income countries, the state of the economy is the

number one issue that voters consistently mention to be the deciding factor when casting
5This is a consequence of having a smaller share of respondents that vote, and the challenge of

accurately categorizing right-wing and left-wing voters across a spectrum of political parties.
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their vote (Cameron and McAlister 2016). For example, in the lead-up to the most recent

national election that featured a change in which party was in power, the economy

outperformed the second most popular issue (immigration) that voters mentioned as

deciding their vote by more than 200 percent (ABC 2013).

Thirdly, one of the most divisive economic policies at the time of the survey experi-

ments, where the two main parties differ, involved whether tax cuts should be given to

large corporations6. This contentious issue also exists in a number of other large West-

ern democracies such as the United States (e.g., see Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso 2018).

Another nationally representative survey that was conducted in 2018 shows that over

70 percent of right-wing voters in Australia supported corporate tax cuts, while only

around a third of left-wing voters were supportive of corporate tax cuts (Koziol 2018).

2.2 Background information about inequality in Australia

From 1991 to 2020, Australia experienced the longest consecutive period of economic

growth for any OECD country and income inequality was relatively stable (ABS 2020).

According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, the GINI coefficient of equivalized

disposable household income ranged from a low of 0.30 to a high of 0.34 over this period

(ABS 2020). While income inequality (measured by the GINI coefficient) in Australia

is slightly above the average for OECD countries (OECD 2020), the degree of economic

mobility (measured in terms of intergenerational earnings elasticity) is slightly higher

than the typical OECD country (Corak 2016).

The composition of the Australian population in the different quintiles of the national

income distribution varies considerably. People who are sole parents, aged above 65

years, unemployed, from non-English speaking countries and those living outside capital

cities are substantially more likely to be in the poorest quintile of the national income

distribution than the rest of the population (ACOSS 2018). People who are of working

age, couples without children, those working full-time and those living in some of the

largest capital cities are much more likely to be in the richest quintile of the national

income distribution than the rest of the population (ACOSS 2018). Respondents to our

survey in the richest or poorest quintiles in the national income distribution tended to
6Corporations with a revenue of over 50 million Australian dollars a year.
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share these demographic characteristics.

As is the case in most OECD countries, inequality in Australia is substantially lower

due to the tax and transfer system. The difference between the gross and net GINI index

is over 10 percentage points, which is close to the average for OECD countries (OECD

2020). The main source of taxation is a progressive income tax and the main transfers

to households are elderly, disability and unemployment payments (PC 2015). Around

one-third of households do not pay income tax but receive a transfer, around half of

households pay income tax and do not receive a transfer, and the remainder pay tax

and receive transfers (PC 2015). After tax and transfers, the household income of the

poorest three quintiles is higher, the income of the second top quintile remains relatively

unaffected, and income of the top quintile is lower (PC 2015).

2.3 Previous literature about how inequality relates to preferences for re-

distribution

Conventional economic theories of preferences for redistribution predict that people in

countries with higher levels of inequality and lower levels of upward economic mobility

should have greater support for redistribution (e.g., Meltzer and Richard 1981, Benabou

and Ok 2001, Piketty 1995, Fehr and Schmidt 1999). In addition, these theories predict

that relatively poor people are more in favor of redistribution because they are more

likely to benefit (e.g., through the provision of welfare), whereas relatively rich people

are less in favor of redistribution because they are less likely to benefit (e.g., such as

having to pay higher taxes) (e.g., Meltzer and Richard 1981). Both of these aspects of

existing theory can be seen in the Meltzer-Richard Hypothesis (1981), which theorizes

that the greater the difference between the median and mean income in a country, the

greater the support for redistribution.

Recent evidence suggests that these conventional theories of preferences for redistribu-

tion, which assume that people have accurate information about the extent of inequality,

social mobility, and one’s own position in the income distribution, need to be updated to

account for misperceptions about inequality (Gimpelson and Treisman 2018, Hauser and

Norton 2017). For example, Norton and Ariely (2011) and Norton et al. (2014) show that

Americans and Australians dramatically underestimate the level of wealth inequality in
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their country. Similarly, Davidai and Gilovich (2015) and Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso

(2018) provide evidence that Americans overestimate the degree of upward mobility. In

addition, Gimpelson and Treisman (2018) and Hoy and Mager (2019) show that a “me-

dian bias” is prevalent in a range of countries (including Australia) - the misperception

of being in the middle of the income distribution regardless of one’s actual position.

Collectively, the existing research on theories of preferences for redistribution and

descriptive studies on misperceptions of inequality imply that:

1. If people knew about the actual level of inequality and mobility in their country,

they would be more supportive of redistribution.

2. If people knew that they were relatively poorer (richer) than expected, they would

be more (less) supportive of redistribution.

Only a relatively small number of randomized survey experiments have tested whether

the above implications hold, and the findings are mixed. Studies that inform people of

their position in the national income distribution often find an effect. Cruces, Perez-

Truglia, and Tetaz (2013) show that informing people in Buenos Aires that they are

relatively poorer than they expected leads to greater support for redistribution. Similarly,

consistent with what the theory predicts, Fehr, Mollerstrom and Perez-Truglia (2019),

Karadja, Mollerstrom, and Seim (2017) and Bublitz (2016) show that informing people

that they are relatively richer than they expected in Northern Europe (Fehr, Mollerstrom

and Perez-Truglia (2019) in Germany, Karadja, Mollerstrom, and Seim (2017) in Sweden

and Bublitz (2016) in Germany and Russia) reduces their support for redistribution.

Interestingly, Karadja, Mollerstrom, and Seim (2017) find that the reduction in support

is primarily driven by right-wing respondents, while Fehr, Mollerstrom and Perez-Truglia

(2019) find the reduction in support is primarily by left-wing respondents.

Survey experiments that test how preferences for redistribution change when people

are informed about the overall level of inequality, or about limited mobility, rarely find an

effect. The exception is Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso (2018), who show that providing

left-wing respondents with accurate information about upward mobility, which is pes-

simistic relative to the baseline beliefs of the large majority, increases their support for

“equality of opportunity” policies in the United States and Western Europe. In contrast,

9



the seminal study by Kuziemko et al. (2015) in the United States shows that provid-

ing detailed information about the level of national inequality does not affect people’s

preferences for redistribution regardless of whether they state they are a Democrat or a

Republican. The limited effect from information about inequality or mobility in other

randomized survey experiments may be because they only provided information about

one of these aspects. For example, information about mobility is only likely to have

a limited effect on respondents’ views when they also underestimate the size of wealth

differences across their country. Similarly, information about the level of inequality is

unlikely to have a large effect when respondents also tend to overestimate the extent of

upward mobility.

2.4 Theoretical framework of how preferences for redistribution are shaped

by perceptions of inequality

To illustrate how a person’s perception of the level of inequality and mobility as well

as their position in the income distribution relates to their preferences, we start with a

seminal model of other-regarding preferences by Fehr and Schmidt (1999). An important

aspect of this model is that it isolates the utility people gain from their own consumption

in an absolute sense from the way their utility is affected by the consumption of others. In

a simple setting where there are three people and person A consumes at a level between

the other two, person A’s utility function at a given point in time can be expressed as

follows:

U(ca, cp, cr) = ca − β(ca − cp)− γ(cr − ca) (1)

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). Importantly, people

may also care about how inequality changes over time (i.e. mobility), especially if they

believe that people are not rewarded for hard work and that luck is the main determinant

of income differences (Alesina and Giuliano 2011). For brevity, we only focus on a static

version of this model and do not incorporate these dynamic considerations. However,

the predictions that emerge still hold under a more generalizable version of the model.

10



We modify this model to reflect recent research on perceptions of inequality and pref-

erences for redistribution (Gimpelson and Treisman 2018, Hauser and Norton 2017) to

reflect that person A’s utility is dependent on how they perceive the level of consumption

of the other two individuals, as opposed to their actual consumption levels. The simple

three-person model becomes:

U(ca, c
P
p , c

P
r ) = ca − β(ca − cPp )− γ(cPr − ca) (2)

where cPp is the perceived consumption of the individual poorer than ca and cPr is the

perceived consumption of the individual richer than ca.

This revised model provides a framework to illustrate how providing information that

changes an individual’s perception of the level of inequality (and mobility) in society (cPr −

cPp ) or their position in the national income distribution ((cPr − ca)/(ca− cPp )) is expected

to affect their preferences. Fehr and Schimdt (1999) assume, as do most conventional

theories of preferences for redistribution (Alesina and Giuliano 2011), that people are

averse to inequality and put greater weight on consumption differences between them and

people richer than them, than consumption differences between them and people poorer

than them (i.e., 0 < β < γ). In addition, it is standard practice to assume that the larger

a misperception people hold, the more likely that accurate information will change their

preferences. Based on these assumptions, this model of perceptions generates predictions

in line with the previous literature based on full information, which is discussed in Section

2.3:

1. Informing people that inequality is higher (and mobility is lower) than they perceive

to be the case would lower their utility and subsequently increase their desire for

redistribution

i.e. if (cr − cp) > (cPr − cPp ) then U(ca, cp, cr, I) < U(ca, c
P
p , c

P
r )

where I is information about the other individuals’ consumption.

2. Informing people they are relatively poorer than they thought would lower their

utility and subsequently increase their desire for redistribution

i.e. if (cr − ca)/(ca − cp) > (cPr − ca)/(ca − cPp ) then U(ca, cp, cr, I) < U(ca, c
P
p , c

P
r )
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This extended model also allows us to illustrate how observed preferences for redistri-

bution can be a function both of people’s fundamental ideological preferences (captured

in terms of β and γ) and what they perceive the level of consumption of others to be

(captured in terms of cPp and cPr ). This can be used to decompose the differences in

preferences for redistribution between right- and left-wing voters between fundamental

differences in ideology and differences in perceptions. Consider a simple world where

there are two types of voters, X and Y , and X voters prefer greater redistribution

than Y voters. This could be due to differences in fundamental ideological preferences

(βX 6= βY , γX 6= γY ), perceptions of income differences (cPx
p 6= cPy

p , cPx
r 6= cPy

r ), or both.

While it is beyond the scope of our analysis to theorize about where such differences

might emerge from, we can use the model to make predictions about the effects of in-

formation that is meant to correct misperceptions. We can identify a lower bound on

the extent to which differences in preferences for redistribution between X and Y voters

are due to people’s misperceptions of income differences (so that cPx
p = cPy

p = cp and

cPx
r = cPy

r = cr) by implementing interventions designed to correct these misperceptions.

This is the rationale for the randomized survey experiment that follows.

The extent to which right- or left-wing voters will have greater misperceptions of

inequality is an empirical question. However, as a lemma to predictions 1. and 2. above,

we can observe the following, assuming the empirical regularities that misperceptions of

inequality go in the direction of underestimating inequality, overestimating mobility and

most poorer individuals overestimating their position in the distribution:

3. If type X voters have a greater underestimation of inequality then we should see

a polarization in preferences for redistribution in response to information that ad-

dresses these misperceptions, while if type Y voters have a greater underestimation

of inequality, then we should see a convergence in preferences for redistribution in

response to information that addresses these misperceptions.

Given the empirical regularity that left-wing voters tend to have a greater preference

for redistribution, this result implies that information that addresses these mispercep-

tions of inequality should lead to a convergence in preferences for redistribution between

right- and left-wing voters if right-wing voters have a larger underestimation of inequal-
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ity, while there should be a polarization in preference for redistribution if left-wing voters

have a larger underestimation of inequality.

As mentioned above an assumption underpinning this model is that the larger a

misperception people hold, the more likely that accurate information will change their

preferences. This is in line with the predictions of seminal theory (Alesina and Giuliano

2011), however recent conceptual work has drawn this into question. There is reason

to believe that even if we provided the same information to different types of voters

who held the same pre-existing misperception, they may not update their preferences

for redistribution to the same extent (Alesina, Miano and Stantcheva 2020). The effect

of the treatments we provide depends on people’s willingness to believe the information

they receive (Nyhan and Reifler 2010). This could be influenced by a range of factors,

such as the extent to which they witness inequality in their day to day lives. The survey

experiment that follows has been designed to examine whether the treatments have a

larger effect on people who had larger misperceptions in the first place. By doing so we

are able to provide evidence as to whether this assumption holds.

3 Methodology

3.1 Survey design

The randomized survey experiments were conducted with 7020 respondents that make

up a nationally representative sample of the Australian population (on the dimensions of

age, gender and location). Data was collected using the survey firm IPSOS Mori, which

regularly conducts online surveys to measure the views of the Australian population on

a range of political and social issues. A short preamble was included at the start of the

survey to explain that participation was voluntary and responses would be used solely

for research purposes. Each survey was in the field for approximately two weeks, the

first wave in late November and early December 2017 (N=2536), the second wave in

August 2018 (N=2584) and the third wave in August 2019 (N=1900) (see Table A4 in

Online Appendix A for the slight differences in the questions included in each survey

round). On average, respondents are very similar to the Australian population across
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a broad range of characteristics, however the sample includes a disproportionate share

of poorer households (see Table A5 in Online Appendix A). To illustrate that sample

selection along this dimension is not driving our results we conduct a robustness check

in Section 5.5 whereby we re-weight the sample of respondents to match the Australian

income distribution and the results are qualitatively similar. The rate of attrition was

only two percent as this was a very short online survey where respondents received

compensation (two Australian dollars) conditional on completing the survey. Only one

percent of respondents dropped out of the survey after receiving the treatment and there

was no differential attrition across the treatments.

The voting characteristics of the respondents to our surveys are very similar to those

of the Australian population. In total, 92% of the adult population in Australia voted in

the 2016 and 2019 elections7 out of a total of 97% that are eligible to vote (AEC 2020).

Similarly, 97% of respondents to our survey were eligible voters. We show in Table 1 that

70% of respondents intended to cast their primary vote for (i.e. rank in first position)

one of the main right- or left-wing parties at the next federal election and the relative

breakdown between right-wing and left-wing parties is very similar to the distribution

of primary votes of the 2016 election (AEC 2020). The characteristics associated with

being a right-wing voter in Australia are shown in Table A6 in Online Appendix A. On

average, they are more likely to be richer, older, male and to have received a tertiary

education than other voters. These characteristics also tend to be held by right-wing

voters in other countries (Haidt 2012). To be precise, we refer to right-wing voters (who

make up 31 percent of the sample) and non-right-wing voters (all other respondents)

throughout the remainder of the paper.

[Insert Table 1 here]

The surveys consist of two sections, the first of which is implemented prior to the

randomized information treatments, and the second of which is implemented afterwards.

The first collects information about people’s existing perceptions of inequality and de-

mographic characteristics, while the second includes questions about people’s desire for
7Over 92% of these votes were valid.

14



government action. The demographic characteristics section (see Online Appendix B

for the complete questionnaire) includes questions about which political party they are

most likely to vote for at the next federal election, their total household income, and the

number of people in their household, so that the position of each respondent’s household

in the national income distribution can be determined8. In the third wave of the survey

experiment, we collected information about respondents’ zip code so that we could com-

pare the effect of the treatments between respondents in areas with high and low local

inequality.

To measure respondents’ perception of the level of national inequality, previous stud-

ies have used a range of techniques, such as stylized distributions (ISSP 2009) or asking

respondents to estimate the share of wealth in each quintile of the national wealth dis-

tribution (Norton and Ariely 2011). We follow the rationale behind existing approaches

(Hauser and Norton 2017) but we minimize measurement error by gathering people’s

perceptions on an ordinal scale. Namely, respondents in the second and third survey

waves were asked to select one of six options that represented the distribution of income

in their country, ranging from perfectly equal to extremely unequal (Figure 1). As these

questions only gather people’s perceptions in a qualitative sense, we are unable to pre-

cisely estimate the extent to which people accurately estimated the level of inequality.

Instead, our focus is on using this question to examine variation between voters’ prior

perceptions of the level of inequality and we analyze heterogeneous treatment effects on

this dimension.

[Insert Figure 1 here]

Respondents in each wave of the survey experiment were asked about which quintile

they perceived their household to fall into in the national income distribution (Figure

2). This approach of using a limited number of options for respondents to select from

is similar to what has been employed by other studies (e.g., Cruces, Perez-Truglia and
8We conduct a robustness check in Section 5.5 whereby we exclude respondents to the survey who

live by themselves and those who have six or more residents in their household. This does not have a
meaningful impact on our results, which suggests that differences in the size of respondents’ households
are unlikely to explain our findings.
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Tetaz 2013 and Karadja, Mollerstrom and Seim 2017), as directly asking respondents

their exact percentile or rank in the distribution is likely to have a large margin of error.

We compare respondents’ perceived quintile in the national income distribution to their

actual quintile in the national income distribution to determine if they accurately esti-

mated, underestimated (richer than they expected) or overestimated (poorer than they

expected) their position.

[Insert Figure 2 here]

The second part of the survey, which occurs after providing the randomized informa-

tion treatments that are described in the next section, includes questions on respondents’

support for redistribution and policy preferences that were sourced from previous stud-

ies, specifically the International Social Survey Programme (2009), Alesina, Stantcheva

and Teso (2018), Indrakesuma, Janz and Wai-Poi (2015) and Koziol (2018). Following

Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso (2018) and Karadja, Mollerstrom and Seim (2017), we

create a Redistribution Index, which is the unweighted average of the z-scores of the

answers to all questions about preferences for redistribution (see Online Appendix B for

the complete questionnaire), oriented so that a higher index means more support for

redistribution. We present the answers to each question and the Redistribution Index in

the tables of results.

In the second wave of the survey, we also measure respondents’ willingness to make

a financial contribution to a large, well-known charity that works to address inequality

in Australia. This provides an incentivized measure of the effect of the treatments on

respondents’ preferences for redistribution, however the channel for redistributing is a

non-government entity9. We do this by providing all respondents an extra Australian

dollar (this is the equivalent to 50 percent of the compensation they receive for answering

the survey) for completing the survey that they could keep for themselves or give to one

of two charities (a social justice charity or a health-related charity). We include one

charity that is directly related to inequality and the other that is entirely unrelated so
9It is not feasible to use an incentivized measure of peoples’ preferences for redistribution through

the government as part of a survey experiment. This would require a way to be able to make a voluntary
payment to the government on behalf of others, which does not exist in Australia.
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we are better able to isolate the channels through which the treatments have an effect

on the preferences of respondents. This is based on a similar question in Nair (2018) and

Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva (2018), who provide respondents with a small chance

of winning a large additional payment and ask them to state how they would divide

the money between themselves and a charity. Due to Australian law we were unable

to provide respondents with a chance of winning a large additional payment, which is

why we provided all respondents with a small additional payment so they could make a

discrete choice as to how to use the money.

3.2 Information treatments

Prior to answering the second section of the survey, respondents were randomly allocated

to either receive information about:

• the level of inequality and mobility in Australia (Treatment A; see Figure 3),

• their position in the income distribution (Treatment B; see Figure 4), or

• no information (i.e., they went straight from the first to the second part of the

survey) (the control group).

Randomization ensures that the effect of Treatments A and B can be determined by com-

paring averages of answers of questions to the control group. The randomization was

stratified by age and gender and was largely successful (see Table A7 in Online Appendix

A). To ensure imbalance is not affecting our results we control for all background charac-

teristics in our regression analysis. In addition, we re-run our analysis without controls

and this does not impact our results (see Tables A8, A9 and A10 in Online Appendix A).

[Insert Figure 3 here]

[Insert Figure 4 here]

The information treatments provided to respondents are similar to what was used in

previous studies. In the case of Treatment A, we follow Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso

17



(2018) and provide people with accurate, but pessimistic, information about inequal-

ity and economic mobility as this simplifies the interpretation of the treatment effect

(Alesina, Stantcheva, and Teso 2018). Specifically, we provide exactly the same infor-

mation about economic mobility as Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso (2018), who describe

qualitatively the lack of economic mobility that exists in the United States and Western

Europe10. In regard to the level of inequality, we provide respondents with information

about the level of wealth inequality in Australia. This is likely to exceed most people’s

perceptions about the level of wealth inequality, as reported in a previous study with

Australian respondents (Norton et al. 2014). Treatment B is effectively identical to

what was provided by Cruces, Perez-Truglia and Tetaz (2013), however we provide in-

formation about the distribution in terms of quintiles as opposed to deciles. Since our

treatments are relatively benign (providing information in an online format at a single

point in time), it is likely that they identify a lower bound on the extent to which ac-

curate information may lead to polarization or convergence between different types of

voters.

Treatment A was designed to provide a combination of information about inequality

and mobility so as to capture the effect of informing respondents that there are large

differences in wealth in their country due to factors outside the control of individuals.

Alesina and Giuliano (2011) highlight that existing theories of preferences for redistribu-

tion suggest that, for most individuals, it is the combination of high inequality and low

mobility that is undesirable because differences in wealth due to effort are considered to

be more acceptable than differences due to luck (e.g. the Prospect of Upward Mobility

(POUM) Hypothesis (Benabou and Ok 2001)). However, a significant methodological

challenge exists in terms of measuring the extent of wealth inequality due to luck be-

cause effort and luck cannot be accurately observed. As such we were unable to provide

a factual treatment along these lines. Instead, we proxy for this by providing accurate

information that clearly conveys that there is both a high level of inequality and low

upward mobility in their country. In settings where there is high inequality and low

mobility, there is little scope for poorer individuals to exert effort to reduce the large

differences between their levels of wealth and those of people richer than them. This is
10A similar situation of limited economic mobility exists in Australia (Corak 2016).
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comparable to the situation where there are large differences in wealth due to luck.

We designed our survey experiment to minimize the risk of our findings being due

to “behavioral biases” that can occur in response to information. Firstly, there is a risk

that “priming” may occur, whereby simply mentioning inequality could trigger an effect

irrespective of the exact content of the treatment (Nair 2016, McCall 2017). We overcome

this concern by asking all respondents prior to the treatment about their perception of the

level of inequality11 and their perceived position in the national income distribution. As

such, all respondents were already thinking about inequality prior to the treatment being

provided, which dramatically reduces the likelihood that “priming” is driving the effect

of different treatments. This is the same approach as was taken by Alesina, Stantcheva

and Teso (2018), who solicited respondents’ views prior to the treatment being provided.

Secondly, a potential risk in a survey experiment 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 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. Existing studies on this topic (e.g.

Kuziemko et al. 2015, Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso 2018) have illustrated that these

issues are not very prevalent in randomized survey experiments about preferences for

redistribution, by taking steps such as conducting follow-up surveys to a small12 subset

of respondents one week after the original survey. They have consistently found that

experimenter demand effects are not present. As such we did not believe that it was

necessary for us to conduct a follow-up survey on a small sample of respondents. In

our study we also took a number of steps to minimize the likelihood that “experimenter

demand effects” or “social desirability bias” is impacting 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. In addition, there was no

incentive structure that could lead respondents to believe they could answer the survey
11Except for the case of the first survey wave where respondents were only asked about their perceived

position in the income distribution, as opposed to the level of national inequality.
12In the case of Kuziemko et al. (2015), only 14 percent of the original respondents completed the

follow-up survey.
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in a way to increase their likelihood of getting to participate (or avoid participating) in

a future survey. This is an advantage of our study over previous research that relies on

platforms like Mechanical Turk, whereby respondents know they may be reviewed based

on the answers they provide to the survey (e.g. Kuziemko et al. 2015). Furthermore,

recent research illustrates that the upper bound of experimenter demand effects from

survey experiments is quite modest (de Quidt, Haushofer and Roth 2018). As such we

feel confident it is highly unlikely that this is driving the results of our study.

3.3 Empirical model

We capture the effect of information by comparing average responses to the questions

discussed above between each of the treatment groups relative to the control group, using

a linear probability model with binary dependent variables. We pre-registered this study

on the 5th of December 2017 with the American Economic Association RCT registry (ID

number AEARCTR-0002614) (Hoy 2017). We create indicator variables for the responses

to each question (Yj) in Online Appendix B, which take the value 1 if the respondent

selects the outcome of interest in question j, and the value 0 if the respondent does not

select this option. We also create indicator variables for each treatment group (TA and

TB), which take the value 1 if the respondent belongs to the respective treatment group,

and 0 otherwise. We analyze separate models for each treatment group compared to the

control13, as our main focus is on all respondents for Treatment A and on respondents

who overestimated their position for Treatment B14. Our linear probability model can

be written as follows for Treatment A:

Yj = β0 + β1TA +Xγ + ε, (3)

where β1 captures the average difference in the share of respondents in treatment group

A and the control group who selected the outcome of interest in question j. X is a

vector of variables that controls for potential imbalance in background characteristics
13As a robustness check we compare the impact of the treatments directly to one another and the

results are consistent with our main findings (see Table A11 in Online Appendix A).
14We show in the results section there were no statistically significant effects from Treatment B on

people who accurately or underestimated their position.
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(age, gender, education level, location and household income) between the treatment

and control groups, β0 is the intercept term and ε is the model error term. Our analysis

involved fixed effect regressions that take into account that the survey was conducted

over three separate waves.

We estimate heterogeneous treatment effects from information based on people’s vot-

ing preferences through a modified specification for the right-hand-side that is estimated

treatment-by-treatment relative to the control. We create a dummy variable for voting

for a non-right-wing party (NRW ) that takes the value 1 if the respondent votes for a

non-right-wing party and the value 0 if the respondent votes for a right-wing party15.

As such our linear probability model can be written as follows for Treatment group A:

Yj = θ0 + θ1TA + θ2NRW + θ3TA ∗NRW +Xα+ µ, (4)

where θ1 captures the average difference in the share of respondents, who vote for a

right-wing party, in treatment group A and the control group who selected the outcome

of interest in question j, θ2 captures the average difference in the share of respondents in

the control group who selected the outcome of interest in question j between respondents

who vote for a non-right-wing party and a right-wing party and θ3 is the coefficient of

the interaction term and it captures the average difference in the effect of Treatment

A between respondents who would vote for a non-right-wing or right-wing party. θ0 is

the intercept term, X is a vector of variables that controls for potential imbalance in

background characteristics (age, gender, education level, location and household income)

between the treatment and control groups and µ is the model error term. Our analysis

involved fixed effect regressions that take into account that the survey was conducted

over three separate waves.

4 Descriptive analysis of study data

In this section, we present descriptive trends in the data about perceptions of inequality

and how they relate to preferences for redistribution in the absence of the treatments.
15Our main results are qualitatively similar if we restrict the sample to right and left wing voters (i.e.

by excluding respondents that would not vote for a left or right wing party or are undecided).
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To do so we focus on the responses of all respondents in the first section of the survey

(i.e., prior to the treatment) and the responses of respondents in the control group in the

second section of the survey (i.e., those who did not receive a treatment). All differences

that are reported are statistically significant with a p-value below 0.05 unless otherwise

stated.

We show, ex ante, that right-wing voters are more likely to have perceptions of

inequality that economic theory predicts would make them less supportive of government-

led redistribution. Specifically, we show that right-wing voters are significantly more

likely to hold inaccurate views about the extent of inequality, the degree of upward

mobility and their position in the income distribution. We also show that even after

controlling for perceptions of inequality, the main determinant of people’s support for

redistribution is their voting preference.

4.1 Right-wing voters tend to perceive lower levels of income inequality

Just over half of the Australian population perceive that the current level of income is

extremely or very unequally distributed16. Only 45 percent of right-wing voters perceive

that this is the case, compared to 61 percent of non-right-wing voters (see Figure 5).

Even after controlling for a range of background characteristics, being a right-wing voter

is still strongly correlated with perceiving that lower levels of inequality exist (see Table

A12 in Online Appendix A).

[Insert Figure 5 here]

4.2 Right-wing voters tend to perceive higher rates of mobility

Around 41 percent of Australians perceive that the main reason why people are rich

is because they are born into a rich family17 (see Mijs and Hoy 2020 for detailed ex-

amination of this question). Only 33 percent of right-wing voters perceive this is the

case compared to 44 percent of non-right-wing voters (see Figure 6). Even after control-
16This is based on the second and third survey waves.
17This is based on the first and second survey waves.

22



ling for a range of background characteristics, being a right-wing voter is still strongly

correlated with perceiving higher rates of mobility (see Table A13 in Online Appendix A).

[Insert Figure 6 here]

4.3 Right-wing voters who are relatively poor are more likely to overesti-

mate their position in the national income distribution

Consistent with the trends that have been documented in existing studies, including

with Australian respondents (e.g., Gimpelson and Treisman 2018), people tend to per-

ceive themselves to be in the middle of the national income distribution regardless of

their actual income percentile18. This means that poorer individuals overestimate their

position and richer individuals underestimate their position. Right-wing voters in the

poorest two quintiles of the national income distribution are over 11 percentage points

more likely to overestimate their position than other types of voters (see Figure 7) (this

difference is over 13 percentage points after controlling for actual income levels as well

as other background characteristics; see Table A14 in Online Appendix A).

[Insert Figure 7 here]

4.4 Right-wing voters are considerably less supportive of government-led

redistribution

The stylized facts above show that right-wing voters tend to hold perceptions about

inequality that would make them less likely to support redistribution according to con-

ventional economic theory (Alesina and Giuliano 2011). We show in Table 2 that even

after controlling for these perceptions of inequality, right-wing voters are still less likely

to support redistribution. These results suggest that people’s support for redistribution

depends not only on their perceptions of inequality, but also other factors, in particular

more fundamental (and likely far less malleable) political preferences. Hence, we should
18These results are based on all respondents in each of the survey waves.
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not expect our information treatments that are designed to correct misperceptions of

inequality to be able to fully close the gap between right-wing and other voters’ support

for redistribution.

[Insert Table 2 here]

These descriptive statistics raise the question, if accurate information was provided,

would the gap between right-wing and other voters become larger or smaller? The model

we present in Section 2.4 suggests that the gap would become smaller as right-wing voters

have larger misperceptions. However, this is based on the assumption that the larger a

misperception people hold, the more likely that accurate information will change their

preferences. The survey experiment that follows tests whether this is the case.

5 Results of the randomized survey experiment

We present the main results of the survey experiment in terms of the impacts of the

information treatments on preferences for redistribution for each treatment group com-

pared to the control group, as well as the interaction of the treatment with respondents’

voting intentions. This is followed by some additional analysis that sheds light on the

likely channels driving the results of the survey experiment. Finally, we present some

robustness checks.

5.1 Information about the overall level of inequality and the degree of

mobility (Treatment A) increases support for redistribution by right-

wing voters

Respondents in Treatment group A are between 4.0 and 22.5 percent more likely to de-

sire urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, tax increases on the richest

1%, free access to education and health care, and are less likely to support tax cuts for

large corporations, compared to respondents in the control group (see Table 3: Panel

A). These treatment effects are predominantly driven by right-wing voters becoming

more progressive in their views (see Table 3: Panel B). For example, right-wing voters
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in Treatment group A are 6.8 percentage points more likely to agree that urgent action

is required by the government to address inequality, which is more than twice as large

as the treatment effect across all respondents (3.0 percentage points).

[Insert Table 3 here]

To illustrate the magnitude of the treatment effect on right-wing voters, we show how

much the treatment closed pre-existing gaps in preferences for redistribution between

right-wing and other voters. This can be determined by comparing the coefficient of

the interaction term in Panel B of Table 3 (Treatment A X Non-right-wing Voters) with

the coefficient of the dummy variable for non-right-wing voters (i.e., the gap between

right-wing and other voters in the control group). In the case of agreement that urgent

action is required by the government to address inequality, Treatment A reduces the

pre-existing gap between right-wing and other voters by 24.5 percent, as the coefficient

on the interaction term is -0.063, while the coefficient on the dummy for non-right-wing

voters is 0.257. The redistribution index captures the average effect of the treatment

across all outcomes (captured in Table 3, columns 1-4) and shows that this treatment

tends to reduce the gap between right-wing and other voters by 22.0 percent.

As discussed in Section 4, there are a wide range of perceptions about the level of

inequality in Australia, with right-wing voters being more likely to state that inequality

is lower than is actually the case. This raises the question as to whether the treatments

had a differential impact on respondents based on their pre-existing perceptions of in-

equality. Examining these heterogeneous treatment effects helps to shed light on the

channels through which the treatments are operating. As can been seen in Table 4, the

overall effect of information about inequality and mobility (Treatment A) on respon-

dents was solely driven by respondents that had expressed a prior belief that low levels

of inequality exist. The treatment resulted in a 12.5 percentage point increase in the

redistribution index among these respondents, while there was no significant effect on

people who already perceived that high levels of inequality exist. As is the case above,

this effect is primarily driven by right-wing voters.

25



[Insert Table 4 here]

5.2 Informing respondents they are relatively poorer than they thought

(Treatment B, for respondents that overestimated their position) makes

right-wing voters more supportive of redistribution

Respondents who are told that they are poorer than they thought (i.e., they overesti-

mated their position in the national income distribution) are more supportive of urgent

action by the government to reduce inequality compared to respondents in the control

group (see Table 5: Panel A). Similar to Treatment A, the effect of Treatment B is around

twice as large among right-wing voters as it is across all respondents (see Table 5: Panel

B). For example, while the treatment results in a 7.2 percentage point increase in the

share of all respondents who agree that urgent action by the government is required,

there is a 15.5 percentage point increase in the share of right-wing voters who agree. On

average across all outcomes, the treatment reduces the gap between right-wing and other

voters by 37.1 percent (this is based on the results for the redistribution index shown in

Panel B in Table 5).

[Insert Table 5 here]

As discussed in Section 4, a median bias exists in Australia whereby most people

perceive themselves to be around the middle of the income distribution regardless of

whether they are rich or poor. While the focus of the paper is on people who overesti-

mated their position (i.e. they thought they were relatively richer than they actually are)

who economic theory would predict should become more supportive of redistribution,

we also examine the effect on people who accurately estimated or underestimated their

relative position. This allows us to rule out the possibility that simply being told one’s

position in the national income distribution is driving the effects we observe. We show

in Table 6 that on average there were no statistically significant effects from Treatment

B on people who accurately or underestimated their position in the income distribution.
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[Insert Table 6 here]

Thus far we have shown that in the absence of accurate information right-wing voters

tend to have larger misperceptions and the treatments had a larger effect on right-wing

voters, especially among those that had larger misperceptions. These results are entirely

consistent with the model that we presented whereby accurate information that corrects

misperceptions will lead to convergence in support for redistribution when the type of

voter that had larger existing misperceptions is less supportive in the first place. We

now consider whether these trends still hold when applied to an incentivized outcome

and whether the treatments were more likely to be believed by respondents in areas with

higher levels of local inequality.

5.3 The effect of the treatments on an incentivized outcome

To provide an alternative, incentivized measure of respondents’ willingness to share

wealth, all respondents in the second wave of the survey are provided with an extra

Australian dollar for completing the survey that they can keep for themselves or give to

one of two charities (a social justice charity that aims to reduce inequality in Australia,

or a health-related charity). While we found that right-wing voters were less supportive

of government-led redistribution, they are more likely to give to charity (especially the

social justice charity) than other voters, even after controlling for background character-

istics19 (see Table A15 in Appendix A), including perceptions of inequality. This finding

is consistent with existing studies that show right-wing voters tend to be more likely to

donate to charity in OECD countries, even after controlling for income levels (Wood, Ci-

fuentes and Pryke 2016, Margolis and Sances 2017, Winterich, Vikas and Aquino 2013),

which again suggests that these preferences are significantly determined by fundamental

political preferences.

Informing respondents about the level of inequality and mobility (Treatment A) does
19Ideally, data would be available on the religiosity and attendance at religious services of respondents

to this survey, however that information is not available. In the case of Australia, these factors have
actually been shown to be negatively related to giving to charity (Wood et al. 2016), which would
suggest that even if this data was available and we could control for it in this analysis, the results would
not close the gap in giving to charity between right- and left-wing voters.
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not have an overall effect, but this masks considerable heterogeneity. This treatment

reduces the likelihood of right-wing voters giving to the social justice related charity by

over 10 percentage points and this increases the likelihood of them keeping the money

for themselves by a similar amount (see Table 7: Panels A and B) (there is no effect

on giving to the health-related charity). This treatment closed the entire gap between

right-wing and other voters in terms of likelihood to donate to the social justice charity

and keep the additional payment for themselves.

[Insert Table 7 here]

Similar to the case for Treatment A, informing respondents that they are poorer than

they thought (Treatment B, for respondents that overestimated their position) did not

have an overall effect, but there was variation between voters. This treatment resulted

in right-wing voters becoming less likely to donate to the social justice charity and closed

the gap between right-wing and other voters on this dimension (see Table 7: Panels C

and D). While there were positive point estimates on the likelihood of right-wing voters

keeping the money for themselves or donating to a health-related charity, these effects

were not statistically significant.

Hence the results of the treatments on the incentivized outcome confirm our main

findings, that accurate information about inequality, mobility, and place in the national

income distribution tends to lead to convergence between right- and left-wing voters.

5.4 Effect of the treatment based on actual level of local inequality

The level of inequality within respondents’ immediate residential area may be related

to how they perceive national inequality and their willingness to update their beliefs in

light of accurate information. This is linked to the idea that people may “extrapolate up”

from their local experience to what they believe exists nationally (e.g. Newman, John-

ston and Lown 2015). To examine this issue, in the third wave of the survey we included

a question about the zip code in which respondents lived. We show in Figure 8 below

there does not appear to be any relationship between people’s perceptions of national

inequality and the actual level of inequality within their locality (which we define in line
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with the ABS definition of a local government area) in Australia’s two most populous

states, New South Wales and Victoria. The correlation between the actual level of local

inequality and perceived national inequality is effectively zero (correlation coefficient is

-0.06).

[Insert Figure 8 here]

We extend beyond existing studies by examining how local level inequality may im-

pact the elasticity of respondents’ preferences for redistribution. Specifically, we examine

heterogeneous treatment effects based on whether respondents reside in areas with high

or low levels of local inequality. Our results are striking. We find that the effect of

the treatments on right-wing voters is overwhelmingly driven by respondents that reside

in areas with high inequality (see Table 8 below). In the case of Treatment A, right-

wing voters in high inequality areas in the treatment groups have 18.7 percentage points

higher levels of support for redistribution (according to the redistribution index), while

the effect is insignificant and negligible for right-wing voters in lower inequality areas.

Similarly, in the case of Treatment B, right-wing voters who overestimated their position

in the national income distribution in high inequality areas have 24.2 percentage points

higher levels of support for redistribution (according to the redistribution index). The

effect is insignificant and negligible for right-wing voters who overestimated their posi-

tion in the national income distribution in lower inequality areas.

[Insert Table 8 here]

These results illustrate that the effectiveness of the treatments depends partly on the

circumstances people experience in their day to day lives. In other words, local level

inequality affects whether people believe information about national level inequality.

5.5 Robustness checks

To illustrate that our findings are not skewed by the design of our survey experiments,

we conduct a series of robustness checks adjusting for the attention paid by respondents,
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differences between the characteristics of our sample and the national population, the

composition of respondents’ households and removing respondents that answered they

don’t know. The findings of these robustness checks are qualitatively similar to our main

results. As mentioned earlier, our results also hold across each of the survey rounds (see

Tables A1-A3 in Online Appendix A).

5.5.1 Attention paid by respondents

We illustrate that our main findings still hold even if we winsorize our sample based on

how long respondents took to complete the survey (see Table A16 in Online Appendix

A)20. We follow Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso (2018), who exclude respondents who did

not complete the survey in a timeframe that meant they would have provided adequate

attention by winsorizing our sample through excluding the fastest and slowest five percent

of respondents.21. This had negligible impact on the effect of Treatment A and slightly

reduced the statistical significance and order of magnitude of the effect of Treatment B.

5.5.2 Re-weighting sample by income

To overcome concerns about the representativeness of our sample of respondents, we

re-run our analysis weighting our sample based on income (i.e., poorer respondents’ an-

swers receive proportionally less weight than richer respondents) to match the Australian

population. This is because survey respondents’ reported incomes are slightly less on

average than the national population. Re-weighting the sample had little effect on the

results of Treatments A and B (see Table A17 in Online Appendix A).

5.5.3 Household composition

Treatment B was based on respondents’ reported household size and it is possible that

the responses of outlier households, with only one individual or a very large number of

occupants (defined as six or more in our study) may be skewing our results. To address
20The median respondent completed the survey in six minutes and 43 seconds, while the average

respondent took nine minutes and 49 seconds.
21We excluded the fastest and slowest five percent of respondents in each treatment group and the

control group. This is because we did not want to generate differential attrition due to respondents
spending longer or shorter periods of time reading the different treatments (or in the case of the control
group no treatment) they were randomly allocated to receive.
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this concern we conduct our analysis with a restricted sample of respondents with two to

five household members, which make up 78 percent of respondents in our sample. The

results for the two treatments are qualitatively similar to including the entire sample of

respondents (see Table A18 in Online Appendix A).

5.5.4 Removing do not know responses

We conduct an additional robustness check where we treat “don’t know” responses as

missing. This is to illustrate that our results hold even to different ways of categorizing

responses. Our results are remarkably similar as a very low share of respondents selected

“don’t know”22 (see Appendix Table A19).

6 Discussion

The findings from our study have five key implications for the existing knowledge base

about what shapes the elasticity of people’s preferences for redistribution.

6.1 Inaccurate beliefs about inequality lowers support for redistribution

The findings of our series of randomized survey experiments are consistent with the first

two theoretical predictions we discuss in Section 2. We show that on average, informing

respondents about the actual level of inequality and mobility in their country or letting

them know they are relatively poorer than they thought makes them more supportive of

redistribution. By doing so we extend the findings from existing work by Cruces, Perez-

Truglia and Tetaz (2013) in one city in Argentina and by Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso

2018 in the United States and Western Europe to a nationally representative sample in

more typical high-income country setting. Furthermore, we show that both treatments

have a similar magnitude of effect on support for redistribution. As such the elasticity

of preferences does not vary dramatically by the different types of misperceptions about

inequality we try to correct. Prior survey experiments were unable to examine this as

only one treatment was provided.
22The exception is in regards to the question on corporate tax cuts, whereby almost a third of

respondents selected this option.
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6.2 Inaccurate beliefs about inequality leads to polarization in preferences

between voters

Collectively, our results demonstrate that there is greater polarization across the politi-

cal spectrum in terms of preferences for redistribution than would be the case if people

had accurate beliefs about inequality. We show that simply presenting basic information

about inequality on a one-off basis through an online interface leads to immediate con-

vergence in preferences between right-wing and other voters. These results are in line

with the third prediction of our simple model (see Section 2), as we show that right-

wing voters are more likely to hold prior perceptions about inequality that would make

them less supportive of redistribution (see Section 4) and that the provision of accurate

information that aims to correct these perceptions leads to convergence between voters

(see Section 5). Our results suggest that the absence of accurate beliefs about inequality

explains 21 to 37 percent of the difference between right-wing and other voters’ level of

support for redistribution.

At first glance our findings may appear to be counter to the some of the most closely

related survey experiments to date that detect heterogeneous effects between respondents

with different political views, as they suggest that accurate information often leads to

greater polarization (Alesina, Stantcheva and Teso 2018, Karadja, Mollerstrom and Seim

2017)). However, neither study is directly comparable to our survey experiment as they

do not provide the same information, focus on the same parts of the national income

distribution, categorize respondents based on political views in the same way or are in a

setting that shares similar levels of inequality, mobility or government-led redistribution

to the average for OECD countries23. In addition, the results of another recent survey

experiment (Fehr, Mollerstrom and Perez-Truglia (2019)) is consistent with our study

as accurate information led to convergence between right- and left-wing respondents.
23For example, in the case of Alesina, Stantcheva, and Teso (2018), they define respondents as right-

or left-wing depending on where they place themselves on a scale from very liberal to very conserva-
tive on economic issues, which is a substantially different categorization to our study that draws on
actual voting intentions. In the case of Karadja, Mollerstrom and Seim (2017), relatively rich individ-
uals disproportionately participated in their survey experiment, which resulted in only six percent of
respondents overestimating their position in the national income distribution. In contrast, our sample
of respondents is representative of the national population across most demographic characteristics (see
Section 3.1) and 48 per cent of respondents to our survey overestimated their position in the distribution
(we focus our analysis of the effect of Treatment B on this group of respondents).
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6.3 Inaccurate beliefs about inequality leads to polarization in the chari-

table giving of voters

We show that the treatments also lead to convergence between right-wing and other

voters in terms of charitable giving. Namely, right-wing voters are more generous than

other voters ex ante in terms of charitable giving and the treatments make them less gen-

erous, while right-wing voters are less supportive of government-led redistribution than

other voters and the treatments make them more supportive. Our results suggest that

differences in baseline levels of support for redistribution and charitable giving may be

due primarily to fundamental differences in preferences for how best to reduce inequality

(either through government or non-government systems), and right-wing voters may see

these channels as somewhat substitutable. In other words, these findings highlight that

information about inequality may change people’s views about the relative responsibil-

ity of the government in addressing inequality, compared to non-state actors such as

charities. Prior work suggests that there is greater alignment between how information

affects people’s views about government policies and their own charitable giving (Nair

2018, Alesina, Miano and Stantcheva 2018). However, neither of these studies test the

effect of treatments about national inequality, which is more likely to directly relate to

shifts in people’s preferences about whether it is the role of the government or non-state

actors to deliver national level redistribution.

6.4 The elasticity of preferences for redistribution varies by prior beliefs

To shed greater light on the channels driving the treatment effects we observe, we examine

heterogeneous treatment effects based on respondents’ prior views on the level of national

inequality and their perceived position in the national distribution. We show that the

overall effects for Treatment A are primarily driven by respondents who underestimated

the level of national inequality. Similarly, the effects of Treatment B were driven by

respondents who overestimated their position in the national income distribution. These

results are consistent with the explanation that the treatment had a larger effect on

respondents with greater misperceptions of inequality. As such, even though there may

be reasons to believe this relationship might not hold (Alesina, Miano and Stantcheva
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2020, Nyhan and Reifler 2010), we do not find any evidence in support of this.

6.5 The elasticity of preferences for redistribution varies by exposure to

inequality

Existing research has illustrated that the level of inequality people are exposed to as part

of their day to day lives is correlated with their level of support for redistribution (e.g.

Newman, Johnston and Lown 2015, Roth and Wohlfart 2018). Our study complements

and builds on this literature by showing that the elasticity of people’s preferences for

redistribution is also related to local levels of inequality. Specifically, we show that the

treatments only increased support for redistribution among right-wing voters who live in

areas with high levels of local inequality. This suggests that people’s willingness to believe

the treatment and change their preferences is somewhat dependent on their own life

experience. As such we extend this work on experienced inequality beyond correlations

with levels of support for redistribution and highlight that a causal relationship exists

with how people change their preferences.

7 Conclusion

This study shows that information about inequality can dramatically reduce differences

in preferences for redistribution between right- and left-wing voters. Ex ante, right-

wing voters are more likely to have perceptions about inequality that economic theory

predicts would make them less supportive of redistribution. We show that accurate

information that speaks directly to these misperceptions increases right-wing voters’

desire for urgent action by the government to reduce inequality and makes them more

supportive of traditionally left-wing policies (like increasing taxes). In addition, we show

that the same information also reduces the gap in support for charitable giving between

right-wing and other voters and that the treatments primarily affected respondents in

areas with high levels of local inequality.

Future research on perceptions of inequality and support for redistribution could fo-

cus on three main areas. Firstly, survey experiments could be conducted to tease out

the substitutability of different types of information. For example, a survey experiment

34



could test the impact of three different treatments, one that provides information about

inequality, one that provides information about mobility and one that provides informa-

tion about both inequality and mobility. Secondly, additional analysis is required about

the relationship between people’s preferences for government-led redistribution and non-

state actors’ role in redistribution as our results suggest that people perceive them as

substitutes. Finally, further research could be conducted to explore how the dissemina-

tion of information about inequality affects people’s voting behavior and whether this

varies by local conditions.
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10 Tables and figures

Figure 1: Question about respondents’ perception of the existing level of inequality

Notes: The most unequal distribution option is based upon the actual level of income inequality in South Africa. This is followed by the distribution in Indonesia, the United
Kingdom and Norway. The two most equal distribution options are more equitable than what exists in any country in the world. The income distribution in Australia is most
similar to that of the United Kingdom (i.e., the third pie chart from the left).

This figure shows the question that was asked to respondents in the second and third wave of the survey experiment about their perception of the level of inequality in Australia.
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Figure 2: Question about respondents’ perceived quintile in the national income distribution

Notes: This question was asked immediately following Q1 shown in Figure 1 above.

This figure shows the question that was asked to respondents in each wave of the survey experiment about their perceived position in the income distribution in Australia.
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Figure 3: Treatment A: Information about the level of inequality and degree of mobility

This figure shows the information that was provided to respondents in treatment group A.
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Figure 4: Example of Treatment B: Information about position in income distribution

This figure shows an example of the information that was provided to respondents in the poorest quintile in treatment group B.43



Figure 5: Perceived level of inequality by type of voter

Notes: Extremely unequal refers to the respondent selecting either the first or second option in Figure 1. Somewhat unequal refers to the respondent selecting either the third or
fourth option in Figure 1. Somewhat equal refers to the respondent selecting either the fifth or sixth option in Figure 1.

This figure shows that right-wing voters are much more likely to perceive lower levels of inequality compared to other voters prior to the treatment.
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Figure 6: Perceived reason that people are rich by type of voter

Notes: Born rich - defined as respondents selecting the most important reason why people are rich is because they were born into a rich family. Other - defined as respondents not
selecting the most important reason why people are rich is because they were born into a rich family.

This figure shows that in the control group right-wing voters are much more likely to perceive people are rich for reasons other than being born into a rich family compared to other
types of voters.
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Figure 7: Perceived position of respondents in the bottom 40% by type of voter

This figure shows that right-wing voters in the bottom 40% are much more likely to overestimate their relative position compared to other voters prior to the treatment.
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Figure 8: Relationship between actual and perceived level of inequality by locality

Sydney

Melbourne

ACT

Actual level much lower than perceived
Actual level lower than perceived
Actual level nearly same as perceived
Actual level higher than perceived
Actual level much higher than perceived
No data

Notes: To produce this figure, local government areas (LGAs) were ranked in terms of their relative level of local inequality (measured using the GINI Index) and the average level
of perceived national inequality among respondents residing in these locations. LGAs with actual levels of local inequality higher than what is perceived to be the case are marked
in light green and blue. LGAs with actual levels of local inequality lower than what is perceived to be the case are marked in orange and red.

This figure shows that there is no clear relationship between the perceived level of national inequality and the level of local inequality in the two most populated states in Australia.
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Table 1 - Distribution of the primary votes of survey respondents

Survey (percent) ParlGov Rating

Right-wing voters
Liberal Party 0.27 7.4
National Party 0.03 7.8
Total 0.31
Left-wing voters
Labour Party 0.31 3.9
Green Party 0.08 1.5
Total 0.39
Other
Vote Other 0.12
Don’t Know 0.16
Ineligible to Vote 0.03
Total 0.30

Notes: The ParlGov rating places political parties on a scale from 0 to 10, where a lower number is a more left-wing leaning party and a higher number is a more right-wing leaning
party. These ratings are based on surveys of party experts (ParlGov, 2019).

This table shows that 70% of respondents intend to provide their primary vote for one of the main left-wing or right-wing parties.
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Table 2 - Relationship between Preferences for Redistribution, Perceptions of inequality and Voting intentions

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Right-wing voter -0.172∗∗∗ -0.089∗∗∗ -0.045 0.285∗∗∗ -0.320∗∗∗
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
0.000 0.008 0.127 0.000 0.000

Over 50 years old 0.005 0.089∗∗∗ -0.053∗ -0.002 0.020
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
0.874 0.006 0.068 0.954 0.617

Capital city -0.007 -0.052∗ -0.008 -0.041 -0.017
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
0.818 0.097 0.782 0.198 0.671

Tertiary education 0.001 -0.010 0.045 0.098∗∗∗ -0.028
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
0.975 0.766 0.115 0.002 0.492

Male -0.024 -0.006 -0.028 0.118∗∗∗ -0.095∗∗
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
0.429 0.852 0.304 0.000 0.012

Bottom 40 percent 0.101∗∗ -0.017 0.008 -0.001 0.051
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
0.043 0.733 0.852 0.986 0.406

Overestimate position 0.009 -0.026 -0.026 0.072 -0.063
(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
0.847 0.575 0.530 0.125 0.280

Perceive high inequality 0.179∗∗∗ 0.261∗∗∗ 0.027 -0.154∗∗∗ 0.340∗∗∗
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
0.000 0.000 0.324 0.000 0.000

Perceive high mobility -0.158∗∗∗ -0.062∗ 0.000 0.084∗∗ -0.164∗∗∗
(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
0.000 0.077 0.991 0.017 0.000

Constant 0.607∗∗∗ 0.609∗∗∗ 0.212∗∗∗ 0.209∗∗∗ -0.027
(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06)
0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.633

Observations 848 848 848 848 848
Notes: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. All regressions cover observations from survey round 2 as this is the only survey round whereby respondents were asked about their
perception of the level of inequality, degree of mobility and perceived placed in the distribution. The other survey rounds only included questions about people?s perception of two
different aspects of inequality. This table is based on responses provided by the control group. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting they would like very urgent or
urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on the richest one percent of individuals as opposed to
public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for all people as the main policies the government should
prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined as respondents selecting they support the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years,
Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution.

This table shows that being a right-wing voter, perceiving high mobility, perceiving low inequality and being male is negatively related to supporting redistribution.
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Table 3 - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Treatment Effect
Treatment A 0.030∗∗ 0.028∗∗ 0.042∗∗∗ -0.029∗ 0.073∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Control mean 0.677 0.704 0.187 0.364 -0.034
Panel B - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment A
Treatment A 0.068∗∗∗ 0.032 0.067∗∗∗ -0.045 0.122∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Non-right-wing voters 0.257∗∗∗ 0.147∗∗∗ 0.028 -0.334∗∗∗ 0.378∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters -0.063∗∗ -0.012 -0.036 0.036 -0.083∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 4695 4695 4695 2987# 4695

Notes: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01 # Support for the company tax cut was only asked in survey round 2 and 3. All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover
observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting they would like very urgent or urgent action by the government to reduce inequality,
Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on the richest one percent of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as
respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for all people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts -
defined as respondents selecting they support the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of
the z-scores of all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control variables include dummy variables representing
age, gender, location, education, and income.

This table shows that on average treatment A increased support for redistribution across all respondents (first row of panel A) and this overall effect was largely driven by right-wing
voters (first row of panel B).
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Table 4 - Effect of Treatments disaggregated by existing perceptions of inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on respondents who perceived high levels of inequality exist
Treatment A 0.016 0.000 0.026 0.006 0.022

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Control mean 0.793 0.842 0.201 0.279 0.161
Panel B - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment A on respondents who perceived high levels of inequality exist
Treatment A 0.048 -0.011 0.075∗ 0.058 0.037

(0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.224∗∗∗ 0.139∗∗∗ 0.049 -0.332∗∗∗ 0.403∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Treatment A× Non-right-wing voters -0.052 0.009 -0.067 -0.055 -0.037

(0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 1698 1698 1698 1698 1698

Panel C - Effect of Treatment A on respondents who perceived low levels of inequality exist
Treatment A 0.044 0.033 0.073∗∗∗ -0.070∗∗ 0.125∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Control mean 0.528 0.534 0.151 0.472 -0.286
Panel D - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment A on respondents who perceived low levels of inequality exist
Treatment A 0.086∗∗ 0.047 0.086∗∗ -0.129∗∗∗ 0.194∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.207∗∗∗ 0.077∗ 0.010 -0.277∗∗∗ 0.307∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05)
Treatment A× Non-right-wing voters -0.074 -0.024 -0.023 0.103∗ -0.122∗

(0.05) (0.06) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 1289 1289 1289 1289 1289

Notes: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover observations from survey rounds 2 and 3. Urgent Action - defined as
respondents selecting they would like very urgent or urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on
the richest one percent of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for all
people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined as respondents selecting they support the lowering of corporate tax
from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a
higher index means more support for redistribution. Control variables include dummy variables representing age, gender, location, education, and income.

This table shows that treatment A primarily increased support for redistribution among respondents who had perceived low levels of inequality exists (Panel C) and this effect was
largely driven by right-wing voters (Panel D).
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Table 5 - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Treatment Effect
Treatment B 0.072∗∗∗ 0.030 -0.021 -0.020 0.053∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Control mean 0.688 0.669 0.191 0.391 -0.053
Panel B - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment B
Treatment B 0.155∗∗∗ 0.064∗ 0.003 -0.006 0.140∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.256∗∗∗ 0.133∗∗∗ 0.049∗∗ -0.328∗∗∗ 0.377∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.130∗∗∗ -0.055 -0.037 -0.004 -0.140∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 2100 2100 2100 1294# 2100

Notes: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01 # Support for the company tax cut was only asked in survey round 2 and 3. All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover
observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting they would like very urgent or urgent action by the government to reduce inequality,
Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on the richest one percent of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as
respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for all people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts -
defined as respondents selecting they support the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of
the z-scores of all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control variables include dummy variables representing
age, gender, location, education, and income.

This table shows that on average treatment B increased support for redistribution across all respondents who overestimated their position (first row of panel A) and this overall
effect was largely driven by right-wing voters (first row of panel B).
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Table 6 - Effect of Treatment B on respondents that accurately or underestimated their position

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment B on respondents that underestimated their position
Treatment B 0.015 -0.026 -0.002 0.047 -0.029

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04)
Panel B - Heterogenous Effects of Treatment B on respondents that underestimated their position
Treatment B 0.058 -0.035 -0.038 0.095∗ -0.059

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
Non-right-wing voters 0.222∗∗∗ 0.165∗∗∗ 0.022 -0.334∗∗∗ 0.361∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.062 0.016 0.054 -0.081 0.050

(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.07) (0.08)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 1167 1167 1167 750# 1167

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents that accurately estimated their position
Treatment B -0.001 0.049∗∗ 0.012 0.010 0.035

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Panel D - Heterogenous Effects of Treatment B on respondents that accurately estimated their position
Treatment B -0.014 0.034 -0.006 0.033 -0.007

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
Non-right-wing voters 0.232∗∗∗ 0.119∗∗∗ 0.008 -0.367∗∗∗ 0.352∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters 0.029 0.027 0.026 -0.051 0.075

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 1366 1366 1366 930# 1366
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01 # Question is only asked in survey round 2.

Notes: All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting they would like very
urgent or urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on the richest one percent of individuals as
opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for all people as the main policies the government
should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined as respondents selecting they support the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10
years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution.
Control variables include dummy variables representing age, gender, location, education, and income.

This table shows that on average Treatment B did not have an effect on respondents who underestimated their position (Panels A and B) and respondents who accurately estimated
their position (Panels C and D).
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Table 7 - Effect of Treatments on charitable giving

(1) (2) (3)
Give to social justice charity Give to health charity Keep for yourself

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.010 -0.018 0.008

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Control mean 0.221 0.336 0.443
Panel B - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A -0.102∗∗∗ -0.005 0.107∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Non-right-wing voters -0.087∗∗∗ -0.037 0.124∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters 0.160∗∗∗ -0.015 -0.144∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Controls Y Y Y
Observations 1720 1720 1720

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B -0.019 0.007 0.012

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Control mean 0.201 0.348 0.450
Panel D - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B -0.119∗∗ 0.054 0.064

(0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Non-right-wing voters -0.121∗∗∗ -0.039 0.160∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters 0.146∗∗ -0.063 -0.083

(0.06) (0.07) (0.08)
Controls Y Y Y
Observations 793 793 793

Notes: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. The regressions only cover observations from survey round 2. The outcomes in the table above are based on answers provided by
respondents to the following question: In addition, to your usual reimbursement for completing this survey, there is a bonus of $1, which you can choose to do one of the following
(Select one): 1. Donate to Cancer Council of Australia (Health Charity) 2. Donate to Smith family (Social Justice Charity) 3. Keep for yourself. Give SJ charity is defined as
the respondent selecting option 2 to the question above (this charity works to reduce inequality in Australia). Keep is defined as the respondent selecting option 3 to the question
above. Control variables include dummy variables representing age, gender, location, education, and income.

This table shows that on average treatment A decreased the likelihood right-wing voters would give to charity and increased the likelihood they would keep the money for themselves
(columns (1) and (3) first row of panel B). In addition, this table shows that on average treatment B decreased the likelihood right-wing voters would give to charity (column (1)
first row of panel D).
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Table 8 - Effect of Treatments disaggregated by local inequality

(1) (2)
High Local Inequality Low Local Inequality

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.054 0.055

(0.06) (0.04)
Panel B - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.187∗∗ 0.030

(0.09) (0.07)
Non-right-wing voters 0.614∗∗∗ 0.416∗∗∗

(0.08) (0.06)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters -0.195∗ 0.024

(0.11) (0.09)
Controls Y Y
Observations 469 785
Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.088 0.013

(0.10) (0.08)
Panel D - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.242∗ 0.014

(0.14) (0.11)
Non-right-wing voters 0.715∗∗∗ 0.436∗∗∗

(0.12) (0.09)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.255 -0.011

(0.17) (0.14)
Controls Y Y
Observations 174 321

Notes: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01. All regressions cover observations from survey round 3 and exclude answers where the respondent selected don?t know. Column (1)
presents the effect on the redistribution index for the subset of respondents who resided in the areas where the Gini coefficient is in the top 40% of local government areas and
Column (2) presents the effect on the redistribution index for the subset of respondents who resided in the areas where the Gini coefficient is in the bottom 60% of local government
areas. The Gini coefficient at local government area level is from Australian Bureau of Statistics, which we matched with the corresponding zipcodes reported by the respondents.
Control variables consisting of dummy variables representing age, gender, location, education, and income are included in the regressions.

This table shows that on average treatment A increased support for redistribution among right-wing voters who reside in areas with high levels of local inequality (column (1) first
row of panel B). In addition, this table shows that on average treatment B increased support for redistribution among right-wing voters who reside in areas with high levels of local
inequality (column (1) first row of panel D).
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11 Online Appendix A - Additional Tables and Figures

Table A1: Effect of treatments on preferences for redistribution (Survey Round 1)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.022 0.035 0.033∗ 0.070∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Control mean 0.680 0.700 0.201 -0.027

Panel B - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.057 0.058 0.037 0.115∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06)
Non-right-wing voters 0.241∗∗∗ 0.125∗∗∗ 0.003 0.271∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters -0.054 -0.036 -0.006 -0.070

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.07)
Controls Y Y Y Y
Observations 1708 1708 1708 1708

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.077∗∗ 0.011 -0.029 0.040

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05)
Control mean 0.675 0.675 0.210 -0.043

Panel D - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.184∗∗∗ 0.093 -0.030 0.177∗∗

(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.09)
Non-right-wing voters 0.225∗∗∗ 0.122∗∗ -0.005 0.250∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.07)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.152∗∗ -0.114 0.002 -0.194∗

(0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.10)
Controls Y Y Y Y
Observations 806 806 806 806
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: All regressions only cover observations from survey round 1. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting they would like very urgent or
urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on the richest one percent of
individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for all
people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of all
variables from columns (1) to (3), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Questions on whether the respondents support
tax cut was not asked in survey round 1. Control variables include dummy variables representing age, gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A2: Effect of treatments on preferences for redistribution (Survey Round 2)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.052∗∗ 0.026 0.053∗∗∗ -0.041∗ 0.098∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Control mean 0.662 0.685 0.188 0.350 -0.043

Panel B - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.105∗∗∗ 0.009 0.093∗∗ -0.067∗ 0.155∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.214∗∗∗ 0.131∗∗∗ 0.056∗ -0.313∗∗∗ 0.388∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters -0.084∗ 0.017 -0.058 0.052 -0.100∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 1720 1720 1720 1720 1720

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.067∗∗ 0.043 -0.024 -0.033 0.063

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Control mean 0.701 0.664 0.172 0.391 -0.064

Panel D - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.134∗∗ 0.039 0.016 -0.029 0.119∗

(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07)
Non-right-wing voters 0.243∗∗∗ 0.094∗ 0.070∗ -0.313∗∗∗ 0.392∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.109 -0.000 -0.059 0.016 -0.105

(0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.07) (0.09)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 793 793 793 793 793
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: All regressions only cover observations from survey round 2. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting they would like very urgent or
urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on the richest one percent
of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for
all people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined as respondents selecting they support
the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of
all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control variables include dummy variables
representing age, gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A3: Effect of treatments on preferences for redistribution (Survey Round 3)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.010 0.022 0.043∗ -0.014 0.052

(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Control mean 0.695 0.733 0.167 0.383 -0.029

Panel B - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.039 0.034 0.072∗∗ -0.029 0.100∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.322∗∗∗ 0.181∗∗∗ 0.022 -0.363∗∗∗ 0.479∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters -0.050 -0.020 -0.046 0.027 -0.081

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 1267 1267 1267 1267 1267

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.076∗ 0.042 -0.004 0.005 0.060

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05)
Control mean 0.650 0.680 0.178 0.397 -0.083

Panel D - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.151∗∗ 0.058 0.020 0.025 0.114

(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.08)
Non-right-wing voters 0.320∗∗∗ 0.189∗∗∗ 0.084∗ -0.344∗∗∗ 0.512∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.07)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.129 -0.027 -0.040 -0.032 -0.094

(0.08) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.10)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 501 501 501 501 501
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: All regressions only cover observations from survey round 3. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting they would like very urgent or
urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on the richest one percent
of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for
all people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined as respondents selecting they support
the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of
all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control variables include dummy variables
representing age, gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A4 - Differences in the questions asked across survey rounds

Survey Round 1 Survey Round 2 Survey Round 3

Questions about perceived and preferred level of inequality Not included Included Included
Questions about perceived mobility Included Included Not included
Question about willingness to donate to a charity Not included Included Not included
Question about the zip code respondents are located in Not included Not included Included
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Table A5 - Comparison of survey respondents to national population

Survey National population

Over 50 years old 0.43 0.43
Male 0.49 0.49
Capital city 0.80 0.87
Tertiary education 0.50 0.51
Bottom 40 percent 0.59 0.40
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Table A6 - Characteristics associated with being a right-wing voter

(1)
Vote for right-wing party

Over 50 years old 0.137∗∗∗
(0.02)

Capital city 0.041∗∗
(0.02)

Tertiary education 0.062∗∗∗
(0.02)

Male 0.070∗∗∗
(0.02)

Bottom 40 percent -0.039∗
(0.02)

Constant 0.154∗∗∗
(0.03)

Observations 2308
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The regression includes survey rounds dummies and covers observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. This table is based on responses provided by the
control group.
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Table A7 - Balance tables across treatment and control groups

(1) (2) (3)
Treatment Group A Treatment Group B Control Group Difference Difference Difference

Variable Mean/SE Mean/SE Mean/SE (1)-(2) (1)-(3) (2)-(3)

Over 50 years old 0.426
(0.010)

0.431
(0.010)

0.432
(0.010)

-0.004 -0.005 -0.001

Capital city 0.538
(0.010)

0.564
(0.010)

0.549
(0.010)

-0.026* -0.011 0.016

Tertiary education 0.518
(0.010)

0.502
(0.010)

0.485
(0.010)

0.015 0.033** 0.017

Male 0.511
(0.010)

0.490
(0.010)

0.480
(0.010)

0.020 0.031** 0.011

Bottom 40 percent 0.592
(0.010)

0.575
(0.010)

0.607
(0.010)

0.017 -0.015 -0.032**

Number of observations 2387 2325 2308 4712 4695 4633

Notes: The value displayed for t-tests are the differences in the means across the groups. ***, **, and * indicate significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percent critical
level.
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Table A8: Effect of Treatment A on all respondents (without control variables)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Treatment Effect
Treatment A 0.027∗∗ 0.025∗ 0.045∗∗∗ -0.022 0.070∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Control mean 0.677 0.704 0.187 0.364 -0.034

Panel B - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment A
Treatment A 0.063∗∗∗ 0.033 0.071∗∗∗ -0.045 0.122∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Left-wing voters 0.258∗∗∗ 0.137∗∗∗ 0.028 -0.349∗∗∗ 0.376∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Treatment A × Left-wing voters -0.059∗∗ -0.015 -0.038 0.044 -0.085∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)

Controls N N N N N
Observations 4695 4695 4695 2987# 4695
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01 # Support for the company tax cut was only asked in survey round 2 and 3.

Notes: All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting
they would like very urgent or urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on
the richest one percent of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and
medical care for all people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined as respondents selecting they
support the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of all
variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control variables include dummy variables representing
age, gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A9: Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position (without control variables)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Treatment Effect
Treatment B 0.071∗∗∗ 0.029 -0.022 -0.021 0.052∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Control mean 0.688 0.669 0.191 0.391 -0.053

Panel B - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment B
Treatment B 0.155∗∗∗ 0.067∗ 0.003 -0.005 0.143∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05)
Left-wing voters 0.262∗∗∗ 0.117∗∗∗ 0.052∗∗ -0.332∗∗∗ 0.374∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.04) (0.04)
Treatment B × Left-wing voters -0.131∗∗∗ -0.058 -0.037 -0.007 -0.145∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)

Controls N N N N N
Observations 2100 2100 2100 1294# 2100
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01 # Support for the company tax cut was only asked in survey round 2 and 3.

Notes: All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting
they would like very urgent or urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on
the richest one percent of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and
medical care for all people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined as respondents selecting they
support the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of all
variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control variables include dummy variables representing
age, gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A10: Effect of treatments on charitable giving (without control variables)

(1) (2) (3)
Give to social justice charity Give to health charity Keep for yourself

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.004 -0.016 0.012

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Control mean 0.221 0.336 0.443

Panel B - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A -0.104∗∗∗ -0.002 0.107∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04)
Left-wing voters -0.094∗∗∗ -0.045 0.139∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Treatment A × Left-wing voters 0.155∗∗∗ -0.017 -0.138∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

Controls N N N
Observations 1720 1720 1720

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B -0.017 0.010 0.008

(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Control mean 0.221 0.336 0.443

Panel D - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B -0.116∗∗ 0.055 0.062

(0.05) (0.06) (0.06)
Left-wing voters -0.123∗∗∗ -0.054 0.177∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)
Treatment B × Left-wing voters 0.145∗∗ -0.058 -0.087

(0.06) (0.07) (0.08)

Controls N N N
Observations 793 793 793
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The regressions only cover observations from survey round 2. The outcomes in the table above are based on answers provided by respondents to the
following question: In addition, to your usual reimbursement for completing this survey, there is a bonus of $1, which you can choose to do one of the following
(Select one): 1. Donate to Cancer Council of Australia (Health Charity) 2. Donate to Smith family (Social Justice Charity) 3. Keep for yourself. Give SJ charity
is defined as the respondent selecting option 2 to the question above (this charity works to reduce inequality in Australia). Keep is defined as the respondent
selecting option 3 to the question above. Control variables include dummy variables representing age, gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A11: Differences between the impact of treatment A and B

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A as compared to Treatment B on all respondents
Treatment -0.011 -0.001 0.053∗∗∗ -0.028 0.040∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)

Panel B - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment A as compared to Treatment B on all respondents
Treatment A -0.016 -0.002 0.082∗∗∗ -0.081∗∗∗ 0.077∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Non-right-wing voters 0.184∗∗∗ 0.136∗∗∗ 0.038∗∗ -0.380∗∗∗ 0.353∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters 0.003 -0.001 -0.043∗ 0.087∗∗ -0.061∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 4712 4712 4712 3007# 4712

Panel C - Effect of Treatment A as compared to Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment A -0.016 0.036∗ 0.042∗∗ -0.029 0.051∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)

Panel D - Heterogeneous effects of Treatment A as compared to Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment A -0.037 0.002 0.076∗∗ -0.054 0.052

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.133∗∗∗ 0.086∗∗∗ 0.010 -0.325∗∗∗ 0.242∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters 0.024 0.043 -0.048 0.050 -0.009

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 2111 2111 2111 1290# 2111
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01 # Support for the company tax cut was only asked in survey round 2 and 3.

Notes: All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. A dummy variable is created and a value
of 1 is assigned to Treatment A and 0 for Treatment B. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting they would like very urgent or urgent action
by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on the richest one percent of individuals
as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for all people as
the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined as respondents selecting they support the lowering of
corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of all variables from
columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control variables include dummy variables representing age,
gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A12 - Characteristics associated with perceiving high levels of inequality

(1)
Perceive extreme or very high level of inequality

Over 50 years old 0.105∗∗∗
(0.03)

Capital city -0.014
(0.03)

Tertiary education 0.021
(0.03)

Male -0.003
(0.03)

Bottom 40 percent 0.048∗
(0.03)

Right-wing voter -0.183∗∗∗
(0.03)

Constant 0.527∗∗∗
(0.04)

Observations 1477
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The regression includes survey rounds dummies and covers observations from survey round 2 and 3. This table is based on responses provided by
the control group.
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Table A13 - Characteristics associated with perceiving low levels of mobility

(1)
Perceive rich people are born into rich families

Over 50 years old -0.042∗
(0.02)

Capital city 0.032
(0.02)

Tertiary education -0.053∗∗
(0.03)

Male -0.009
(0.02)

Bottom 40 percent -0.061∗∗
(0.03)

Right-wing voter -0.100∗∗∗
(0.03)

Constant 0.546∗∗∗
(0.03)

Observations 1679
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The regression includes survey rounds dummies and covers observations from survey round 1 and 2. This table is based on responses provided by
the control group.
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Table A14 - Characteristics associated with overestimating one’s position

(1) (2)
Overestimate position Overestimate position (Bottom 40 percent only)

Over 50 years old -0.060∗∗∗ -0.103∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.02)

Capital city -0.008 -0.017
(0.01) (0.02)

Tertiary education 0.044∗∗∗ 0.069∗∗∗
(0.01) (0.02)

Male 0.010 0.019
(0.01) (0.02)

Bottom 40 percent 0.781∗∗∗ N/A
(0.01) N/A

Right-wing voter 0.083∗∗∗ 0.130∗∗∗
(0.02) (0.02)

Constant 0.008 0.791∗∗∗
(0.02) (0.03)

Observations 2308 1400
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The regression includes survey rounds dummies and covers observations from survey round 1, 2 and 3. To be consistent with Tables A4 and A5,
this table is based only on responses provided by the control group.
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Table A15 - Characteristics associated with charitable giving

(1) (2) (3)
Give to social justice charity Give to health charity Keep for yourself

Right-wing voter 0.095∗∗∗ 0.037 -0.133∗∗∗
(0.03) (0.04) (0.04)

Bottom 40 percent -0.024 -0.054 0.078
(0.05) (0.05) (0.05)

Over 50 years old 0.039 0.054 -0.094∗∗∗
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)

Capital city 0.053∗ 0.001 -0.054
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Tertiary education 0.054∗ -0.043 -0.011
(0.03) (0.03) (0.04)

Male -0.092∗∗∗ -0.024 0.116∗∗∗
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Perceive high inequality 0.054∗ -0.001 -0.052
(0.03) (0.03) (0.03)

Overestimate position -0.004 0.055 -0.050
(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

Constant 0.147∗∗∗ 0.340∗∗∗ 0.512∗∗∗
(0.04) (0.05) (0.05)

Observations 848 848 848
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: The regressions only cover observations from survey round 2. This table is based on responses provided by the control group. The outcomes in the
table above are based on answers provided by respondents to the following question: In addition, to your usual reimbursement for completing this survey,
there is a bonus of $1, which you can choose to do one of the following (Select one): 1. Donate to Cancer Council of Australia (Health Charity) 2. Donate
to Smith family (Social Justice Charity) 3. Keep for yourself. Give to social justice charity is defined as the respondent selecting option 2 to the question
above (this charity works to reduce inequality in Australia). Keep for yourself is defined as the respondent selecting option 3 to the question above.
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Table A16 - Robustness Check - Winsorized treatment effects

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.052∗∗ 0.034 0.064∗∗∗ -0.038 0.107∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Control mean 0.676 0.710 0.182 0.342 -0.021
Panel B - Heterogenous effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.099∗∗ 0.030 0.094∗∗ -0.073∗ 0.167∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.202∗∗∗ 0.135∗∗∗ 0.045 -0.323∗∗∗ 0.382∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters -0.072 0.000 -0.044 0.061 -0.098

(0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.05) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 1551 1551 1551 1551 1551

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.077∗∗ 0.063∗ -0.002 -0.053 0.103∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Control mean 0.708 0.689 0.158 0.383 -0.051
Panel D - Heterogenous effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.147∗∗ 0.087 0.016 -0.044 0.162∗∗

(0.06) (0.06) (0.05) (0.06) (0.07)
Non-right-wing voters 0.253∗∗∗ 0.100∗∗ 0.056 -0.315∗∗∗ 0.393∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.05) (0.06)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.115 -0.040 -0.029 0.012 -0.110

(0.07) (0.07) (0.06) (0.08) (0.09)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 709 709 709 709 709
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01

Notes: All regressions cover observations from survey round 2. Urgent Action - defined as respondents selecting they would like very urgent or urgent action
by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to be increased on the richest one percent of individuals
as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high quality education and medical care for all people as
the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined as respondents selecting they support the lowering of
corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the unweighted average of the z-scores of all variables from
columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control variables include dummy variables representing age,
gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A17 - Robustness Check - Weighted treatment effects

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.024 0.020 0.053∗∗∗ -0.022 0.070∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Panel B - Heterogenous effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.046 0.020 0.059∗∗ -0.036 0.090∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04)
Non-right-wing voters 0.251∗∗∗ 0.147∗∗∗ 0.022 -0.335∗∗∗ 0.370∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters -0.041 -0.005 -0.009 0.033 -0.042

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 4695 4695 4695 2987# 4695

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.078∗∗∗ 0.042∗ -0.027 -0.036 0.063∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Panel D - Heterogenous effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.148∗∗∗ 0.080∗∗ 0.003 -0.015 0.147∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.257∗∗∗ 0.132∗∗∗ 0.050∗ -0.337∗∗∗ 0.379∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.114∗∗ -0.062 -0.046 -0.010 -0.141∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 2100 2100 2100 1294# 2100
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01 # Support for the company tax cut was only asked in survey round 2 and 3.

Notes: All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. Urgent Action - defined as respondents
selecting they would like very urgent or urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to
be increased on the richest one percent of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high
quality education and medical care for all people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined
as respondents selecting they support the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the
unweighted average of the z-scores of all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control
variables include dummy variables representing age, gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A18 - Robustness Check - Treatment effects excluding outlier households

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.029∗ 0.030∗∗ 0.055∗∗∗ -0.031 0.085∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Panel B - Heterogenous effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.076∗∗∗ 0.038 0.069∗∗∗ -0.041 0.132∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.03) (0.04)
Non-right-wing voters 0.258∗∗∗ 0.150∗∗∗ 0.011 -0.314∗∗∗ 0.362∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters -0.079∗∗ -0.019 -0.021 0.031 -0.085∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 3664 3664 3664 2321# 3664

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.091∗∗∗ 0.039∗ -0.021 -0.015 0.071∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Panel D - Heterogenous effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.161∗∗∗ 0.079∗ -0.028 -0.015 0.133∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.250∗∗∗ 0.140∗∗∗ 0.027 -0.306∗∗∗ 0.355∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.112∗∗ -0.062 0.008 0.009 -0.106∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 1639 1639 1639 993# 1639
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01 # Support for the company tax cut was only asked in survey round 2 and 3.

Notes: All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. Urgent Action - defined as respondents
selecting they would like very urgent or urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes to
be increased on the richest one percent of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and high
quality education and medical care for all people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts - defined
as respondents selecting they support the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index - is the
unweighted average of the z-scores of all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution. Control
variables include dummy variables representing age, gender, location, education, and income.
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Table A19 - Robustness Check - Treatment effects removing don’t responses

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Urgent Action Tax Top 1% Education Support Tax Cuts Redistribution Index

Panel A - Effect of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.029∗∗ 0.028∗∗ 0.044∗∗∗ -0.046∗∗ 0.074∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02)
Panel B - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment A on all respondents
Treatment A 0.063∗∗∗ 0.031 0.073∗∗∗ -0.069∗∗ 0.121∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Non-right-wing voters 0.258∗∗∗ 0.161∗∗∗ 0.031∗ -0.425∗∗∗ 0.399∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Treatment A × Non-right-wing voters -0.056∗∗ -0.011 -0.042 0.054 -0.081∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 4393 4402 4466 2135# 4641

Panel C - Effect of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.070∗∗∗ 0.034∗ -0.025 -0.041 0.066∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Panel D - Heterogeneous Effects of Treatment B on respondents who overestimated their position
Treatment B 0.152∗∗∗ 0.053 0.003 -0.053 0.152∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.05) (0.05)
Non-right-wing voters 0.268∗∗∗ 0.150∗∗∗ 0.056∗∗ -0.418∗∗∗ 0.405∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.03) (0.04) (0.04)
Treatment B × Non-right-wing voters -0.126∗∗∗ -0.032 -0.042 0.035 -0.142∗∗

(0.04) (0.04) (0.04) (0.06) (0.06)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y
Observations 1955 1953 1985 909# 2076
∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01 # Support for the company tax cut was only asked in survey round 2 and 3.

Notes: All regressions include survey rounds dummies and cover observations from survey round 1, 2, and 3. Urgent Action - defined as respondents
selecting they would like very urgent or urgent action by the government to reduce inequality, Tax Top 1% - defined as respondents preferring taxes
to be increased on the richest one percent of individuals as opposed to public services being cut, Education - defined as respondents selecting free and
high quality education and medical care for all people as the main policies the government should prioritise to reduce inequality, Support Tax Cuts -
defined as respondents selecting they support the lowering of corporate tax from 30 percent to 25 percent over the next 10 years, Redistribution Index -
is the unweighted average of the z-scores of all variables from columns (1) to (4), oriented so that a higher index means more support for redistribution.
Respondents who answered "Don’t know" to the survey questions which are used as dependent variables are removed from the observations. Control
variables include dummy variables representing age, gender, location, education, and income.
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12 Online Appendix B - Questions about respondents’ background characteristics

and the outcomes of interest

12.1 Questions about respondents’ background characteristics

Which of these would best describe the area in which you live?

Within a capital city, Within a major regional city, Within a rural town or its surrounds, More than 5km from the nearest town

Which of the following age groups do you belong to?

18 to 34, 35 to 49, 50 to 64, 65 years or older

Are you?

Male, Female

What is the highest level of formal education that you have completed?

Higher degree or post graduate diploma, Bachelor degree, Undergraduate diploma, Associate diploma, Skilled vocational, Basic

vocational, Completed highest level of school, Did not complete highest level of school, Prefer not to say

Which of the following best describes your annual household income?
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Less than $5,000, $5,000-$9,999, $10,000-$14,999, $15,000-$19,999, $20,000-$24,999, $25,000-$29,999, $30,000-$34,999, $35,000-

$39,999, $40,000-$44,999, $45,000-$49,999, $50,000-$54,999, $55,000-$59,999, $60,000-$64,999, $65,000-$69,999, $70,000-$74,999,

$75,000-$79,999, $80,000-$84,999, $85,000-$89,999, $90,000-$94,999, $95,000-$99,999, $100,000-$124,999, $125,000-$149,999, $150,000-

$199,999, $200,000-$249,999, $250,000 or more

How many people including yourself, are currently living in your household?

One, Two, Three, Four, Five, Six, Seven, Eight, Nine

At the next Federal election, who would you be most likely to vote for?

Labor party, Liberal party, The Nationals, The Greens, Other/Independent, Don’t know, I’m ineligible to vote

12.2 Questions about the outcomes of interest

The following questions were asked immediately following the questions in Figures 1 and 2.

How urgently should the Australian government act to address the difference in income between the rich and poor? (Select one)

1. Very urgently, 2. Urgently, 3. Less urgently, 4. Not urgent at all, 99. Don’t know

Dummy variable was created that takes the value of 1 if respondent selected options 1 or 2, otherwise it takes a value of 0.
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The government is faced with the choice of reducing debt by either increasing income taxes on the richest 1% or by cutting

public services. Do you think income taxes on the richest 1% of people should be:

1. Increased, 2. Stay the same, 3. Decreased, 99. Don’t know

Dummy variable was created that takes the value of 1 if respondent selected option 1, otherwise it takes a value of 0.

Which one of the following is MOST important for the Australian Government to do to reduce income inequality?

1. Provide free and high quality education and medical care for all people, 2. Raise the minimum wage, 3. Provide more social

protection for poor and vulnerable people, 4. Increase the amount of spending on welfare programs (e.g. Newstart, Old Age

pension, Disability Pension etc.), 5. Provide jobs for the unemployed, 6. Raise taxes on the rich, 97. Other (please specify):, 99.

Don’t know

Dummy variable was created that takes the value of 1 if respondent selected option 1, otherwise it takes a value of 0.

Do you support or oppose the proposal to cut the company tax rate from 30% to 25% over the next ten years?

a) Support, b) Oppose, c) Don’t know

Dummy variable was created that takes the value of 1 if respondent selected option 1, otherwise it takes a value of 0.
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In addition, to your usual reimbursement for completing this survey, there is a bonus of one Australian dollar, which you can

choose to do one of the following (Select one):

1. Donate to Cancer Council of Australia, 2. Donate to Smith Family, 3. Keep for yourself

Dummy variable was created that takes the value of 1 if respondent selected option 1, otherwise it takes a value of 0. Dummy

variable was created that takes the value of 1 if respondent selected option 2, otherwise it takes a value of 0. Dummy variable was

created that takes the value of 1 if respondent selected option 3, otherwise it takes a value of 0
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