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Abstract

In the face of rising income inequality, why has demand for redistribution not increased? One
possibility is that voters simply underestimate the growth in income disparity. By experimentally
varying information exposure of more than 1,300 subjects in an on-line experiment, this paper
shows that lack of information does not explain preferences for redistribution, although reading
how much the top 0.1% earns makes subjects more likely to say that the government should
do “something” to address income inequality. Provision of information about current income
distribution decreases beliefs in a “just world” (hard work leads to success) and increases the
perceived importance of personal connections for success, but it does not change the perceived
importance of education and it does not engender support for the Occupy Wall Street movement.
Overall, beliefs about mobility, gender, and perceived sources of inequality all predict demand
for government action and people who report feeling uncertain about the future are more likely
to report that the government should do more to equalize incomes.

∗I am grateful to Steven Davis, John List, Loukas Karabarbounis and Richard Van Weelden for essential feedback.
I have also benefited from discussions with Marianne Bertrand, Erik Hurst, David Laibson, Richard Thaler, and
Brian Weller. I also thank seminar participants at the National Bank of Slovakia and at the University of Chicago
for helpful comments. Please address your correspondence to zilinsky@chicagobooth.edu.

1

zilinsky@chicagobooth.edu


1 Introduction

In the aftermath of the Great Recession, the proportion of Americans who believe that “today’s
youth will have a better life than their parents” decreased by 22 percentage points (Table 1).
Theories of voting for redistribution (e.g. Benabou and Ok, 2001) would predict that this trend
(falling perceived prospects of income mobility) should be followed by an increase in demand for
some form of insurance, but the demand for welfare spending or insurance programs more
broadly has not increased. In fact, between 2008 and 2010, the percentage of Americans who
believe that the government should reduce income differences fell by almost 8 percentage points
(Table 2).

In recent years, several economists and political scientists have suggested that taxes remain low
in the United States because voters “fail to connect inequality and public policy” (Bartels, 2005),
because the tax policy is deliberately crafted to “distort public perceptions” (Hacker and Pierson,
2005) or because Americans “drastically underestimate the current level of wealth inequality”
(Norton and Ariely, 2011). While there is no agreement about the reasons for limited information—
political scientists on average emphasize the supply channel, and economists are more likely to
underscore the demand side1—both groups agree that limited information is one reason for low
redistribution in the United States compared to Europe.

This paper builds on previous work in political economy and asks whether the lack of demand
for redistribution can be explained by limited information of the electorate about the extent of
income inequality. The answer is no.

In a sample of 1,303 individuals who live in the United States, exogenous exposure to information
about the income distribution does not cause subjects to report that they “would be open to
higher taxes, if the revenue was used to improve social insurance” (or for “entitlements” or for
“redistribution”). Although the subjects in the information treatment are more likely to agree that
“the government should do something about income inequality,” they are not inclined to support
additional taxation to achieve this goal.

Moreover, those subjects who are exposed to a brief summary of how much different income
brackets earn in the United States today are less likely to say that hard work is sufficient to get
ahead in life and they are more likely to say that one needs personal connections to succeed in life.

On the other hand views about the importance of education do not differ between the subjects
in the information exposure treatments and the control group.2 These results are consistent with
the “just world” of theory formalized by Benabou and Tirole (2006) and with the model of Alesina
and Angeletos (2005) which explains why citizens are less likely to demand redistribution if effort
(instead of luck) is believed to be the key source of income, and why beliefs in a fair society can
become self-fulfilling.

By combining a large on-line experiment with a detailed survey, this paper attempts to disen-
tangle competing channels that drive demand for redistribution. One plausible factor—information
(as suggested by Norton and Ariely, 2011, and others)—is manipulated experimentally, and follow-

1This includes the view that low demand for policy-relevant information falls under “rational ignorance.” Other
explanations include deliberate information avoidance by voters (Benabou and Tirole, 2006) and motivated and
self-serving beliefs about the income process Di Tella et al. (2004).

2The information treatment has no effect on support for the Occupy Wall Street movement.
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up questions are designed to test previous theories (such the centrality of the prospects of upward
income mobility), controlling for the previously documented drivers of demand for social insurance
(e.g. convictions that the United States has superior income mobility Alesina and Glaeser, 2004;
Alesina and Angeletos, 2005)) and for personal characteristics: age, gender, race and socioeconomic
status.3 The survey portion also asks subjects about personal values (freedom, family, and pro-
fessional success), about uncertainty about the future, and about the probable reasons for income
inequality.

Most subjects believe that the weak economy is the main culprit, although many people also
believe that people’s lack of necessary skills is also a key factor. When attributing blame to “big
banks,” “the Bush tax cuts,” “Obama bailouts” and the claim that “the rich pay too little in
taxes” there is a large ideological split between subjects along the expected lines. Beyond ideology,
other observables also predict how people think about the phenomena that may shape the income
distribution. For example, the more educated respondents are less likely to blame the economy, big
banks and the rich. Women are significantly more likely to blame the weak economy, and regular
viewers of Fox News are less likely to blame “big banks” whereas those who often watch CNN are
more likely to blame financial institutions.

The paper also briefly explores attitudes to inequalities that reach beyond income. Subjects
are asked not only whether they believe that “making incomes more equal” is important, but also
about “making access to health care equal” and about “equalizing exposure to environmental risks
and toxins.” The median respondent is more likely to in favor equalizing access to health care and
environmental risks, as opposed to flattening the income distribution.

In addition to the information treatments, an additional experimental element is the variation
in salience of indirect costs of taxation. Since a lack of appreciation for the incentive effects of
taxation could be responsible for excessive demand for taxation (and insurance provision) one
half of the subjects is randomly assigned to a “salience treatment” where subjects are asked to
answer whether they believe that taxes discourage effort, lower job creation, or lead to government
waste. Exposure to questions that (implicitly) question the wisdom of raising taxes does not have
a significant impact reported preferences for higher taxes.

Do reported preferences depend on how the purpose for taxation is framed? No. Changing the
wording of the taxation question by randomly switching the goal for taxation (“entitlements” vs.
“redistribution” vs. “social insurance”) does not have an impact on stated preferences for taxation.

The remained of the paper offers a brief window to prior research, describes the experiment,
and outlines the main results.

2 Background

The evolution of beliefs about expected prosperity for American children by representative pop-
ulation sample from the General Social Survey are outlined in Table 1. While we do not know
whether the anticipation of lower prosperity and social mobility will persist, the post-crisis jump
in beliefs is striking. Reported preferences for reduction of income inequality (carried out by the

3Described in detail in Alesina and Giuliano (2011); Fong (2001); Alesina et al. (2004); Aristei and Perugini (2010);
Chow and Galak (2012); Cruces et al. (2013) and others.
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Today’s youth will have
a better life than their parents 1998 2003 2008 2011

Very/somewhat likely 65 66 66 44
Very/somewhat unlikely 34 31 33 55

Table 1: Source: CBS News/New York Times Poll (1998, 2003), USA Today/Gallup poll (2008, 2011). The full
question answered by the respondents is: “In America, each generation has tried to have a better life than their
parents, with a better living standard, better homes, a better education, and so on. How likely do you think it is
that today’s youth will have a better life than their parents–very likely, somewhat likely, somewhat unlikely, or very
unlikely?” The 1998, 2003 and 2008 surveys were carried out in January. The 2011 survey was carried out in April.

The government should reduce income differences 1987 2000 2008 2010

Strongly agree / Agree 29 33 37 29
Neither 25 26 20 17
Strongly disagree / Disagree 47 41 42 50

Table 2: Respondents were asked to express their (dis)agreement with the statement “It is the responsibility of the
government to reduce the differences in income between people with high.” Source: General Social Surveys, N= 1041
(2008), 1430 (2010).

government) are shown in Table 2: while the changes in views about the role of the government
are smaller, they go in the opposite direction compared to a standard insurance model.

2.1 Beliefs

Douglass North (the recipient of the 1993 Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences) has argued
that stability comes from the moral and ethical codes of a society and that knowledge or ideologies
can be seens as “intellectual efforts” to rationalize the behavior (North, 1982). From this perspec-
tive, too much ideological disparity is costly as it increases the risk of instability.4 North identified
geographic location and occupational specialization as sources of ideological differences, and addi-
tional factors have been shown to shape ideology since North’s seminal work. His key observation
is that “[t]he costs of maintenance of an existing order are inversely related to the perceived legiti-
macy of the existing system.” The questions in the present survey that ask for opinions and policy
preferences are partly an attempt to measure the perceived legitimacy of economic outcomes today.

4North also explains why “having a world-view” simplifies decision-making in general.

Income share of the top 0.5%
Pre-tax income share Pre-tax income share Change

in 1970 in 2000s (in perc. points)
France 4.96 4.29 −0.67
United Kingdom 4.44 9.53 +5.09
United States 6.15 15.57 +9.42

Table 3: Change in pre-tax income shares (in percent) of the P99.5-P100 income group in France, United Kingdom
and the United States. In the second column, the data for France is from 2005, the data for the U.K is from 2000,
and the data for the U.S. is from 2004. Source: Calculations based on Piketty and Saez (2007).

4



Income share of the top 0.5%
Post-tax income share Post-tax income share Change

in 1970 in 2000s (in perc. points)
France 4.37 3.71 −0.66
United Kingdom 2.12 7.32 +5.20
United States 3.81 13.45 +9.64

Table 4: Change in post-tax income shares (in percent) of the P99.5-P100 income group in France, United Kingdom
and the United States. In the second column, the data for France is from 2005, the data for the U.K is from 2000,
and the data for the U.S. is from 2004. Source: Calculations based on Piketty and Saez (2007).

Income differences are too large
Agree or strongly agree
1987 1999 2009

China - - 91.4
France - 85.9 91
United Kingdom 75.7 78.4 77.2
United States 59.1 61.7 66.5

Table 5: Sources: ISSP 197, ISSP 1999 and ISSP 2009. In 2009, the sample sizes are 2,989, 2,772, 932 and 1,512
respectively. In 1999, the samples sizes in France, U.K, and the U.S. was 1,889, 804 and 1,272. In 1987, the samples
sizes are (1,177) U.K and 1,490 (U.S.).

Differences in income are too large

Percent

United States

United Kingdom

France

China

20 0 20 40 60 80 100

 
Strongly disagree Disagree Neither agree nor disagree Agree Strongly agree

Figure 1: Responses to the statement “Differences in income in are too large.” Source: International
Social Survey Programme, 2009.
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Perceived amount of federal income tax paid 1980 1990 2000 2006

Too high 72.6 62.6 66.7 58.3
About right 27.1 36.8 32.4 40.9
Too low 0.3 0.6 0.9 0.9

Table 6: Source: General Social Surveys, N= 1,394; 869; 1,777; 1,952 respectively.

Preferred choice
Reduce taxes Spend more on social programs

Men 47.9% 52.1%
Women 33.5% 66.5%

Table 7: Source: General Social Survey (1993-96), N=1,018

2.2 Some costs of inequality: efficiency concerns and incentive effects

Economic research in general recognizes the trade-off between efficiency and equality of outcomes
(e.g. Krueger, 2002, writes that “societies must strike a balance between the beneficial incentive
effects of inequality and the harmful welfare-decreasing effects of inequality”) but several papers
have also document that inequality can lower efficiency. Chong and Gradstein (2007) present a
theory backed by empirics that the size of the informal sector grows with income inequality. Using
individual-level data, Gustavsson and Jordahl (2008) show that inequality in disposable income
is negatively associated with trust (but inequalities in gross income are generally insignificant).
Petrova (2008) shows evidence that media freedom is lower in countries with large income inequal-
ity. Shiller (2012) quotes the former French president Sarkozy as saying that “[p]urely financial
capitalism has perverted the logic of capitalism. Financial capitalism is a system of irresponsi-
bility and is ... amoral. It is a system where the logic of the market excuses everything.” (note
that Sarkozy was a right-wing politician). Frank (2008) advocated progressive taxes for efficiency
reasons: “If positional externalities influence spending patterns in the ways suggested by available
evidence, higher marginal tax rates on top earners would appear justified not only on grounds of
equity, but also on grounds of narrow economic efficiency.” For a model of optimal progressive
taxation of capital, see Saez (2013).

On the other hand, Friedman (2006) warns that “romantic socialism, combining strains of Marx
and Rousseau, continues to attract adherents. So do fundamentalist movements that celebrate the
presumed purity of pre-industrial society.”

Other relevant work includes Gravelle and Sutton (2009), Oshio et al. (2010), Chen (2009),
Lo Prete (2013), Chow and Galak (2012) and Höchtl et al. (2012).

3 Data

In December 2012, 1350 subjects were recruited through Amazon MTurk to answer a “survey.”
After accepting the task, subjects click on a link that moved them to a website designed in Qualtrics,
which allowed for randomization of subjects into distinct groups.
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In the whole sample, 62.2% of subjects thought that the government “should do something
about income inequality,” This fraction is consistent with a recent ABC News/Washington Post
poll in which 60% of Americans supported “government action to reduce income inequality.”)5

Information treatmentControl group
(No information)

Subject takes a "survey"

Figure 2: Experimental design

3.1 Exposure information

Shortly after starting the “survey,” approximately 2/3 of the subjects was placed into the infor-
mation treatment (see Figure 2). Of the subjects in the information treatment group, about 1/2
was asked to read and comment on a table that showed the average income of U.S. households
in the bottom quintile (using the more informal description of “lowest 20%”), the averages for
the remaining quintiles and then the average income of richest 0.1% of American households. 405
subjects were allocated to this treatment.

The same information was represented visually to a different group of subjects (N=424). This
treatment is also shown in the figure.

5The results are summarized at http://www.langerresearch.com/uploads/1129a5IncomeInequality.pdf, ac-
cessed on 02/27/2013. The report adds that “75 percent in an ABC/Post poll...supported raising taxes on millionaires.
On the other, the public in general favors ‘smaller government that provides fewer services.”’
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Treatment group 1:
Table with income groups shown (N=405)

Mean SD Median Trimmed
Female 44% 0.50 0 42%
Age 29.28 10.20 26 27.65
Education group 3.36 0.83 3 3.37
Voted of Obama 53% 50% 1 53%
Voted for Romney 16% 37% 0 8%
Income group 4.59 2.44 4 4.48
Rich pay their fair share∗ 27.90 20.23 29 26.09
Treatment group 2:
Graph with income groups shown (N=424)

Mean SD Median Trimmed
Female 44% 0.50 0 43%
Age 30.08 11.02 27 28.34
Education group 3.46 0.89 3 3.46
Voted for Obama 54% 0.50 1 55%
Voted for Romney 14% 0.35 0 5%
Income group 4.44 2.50 4 4.30
Rich pay their fair share∗ 30.99 20.74 30 29.46
Control group: (N=468)

Mean SD Median Trimmed
Female 43% 0.50 0 41%
Age 29.96 10.14 27 28.47
Education group 3.39 0.84 3 3.40
Voted for Obama 56% 50% 1 58%
Voted for Romney 12% 33% 0 3%
Income group 4.43 2.49 4 4.29
Rich pay their fair share∗ 28.13 20.58 29 26.41

∗− Answered prior to treatment assignment.
(0=Far too litte; 100=Far too much).

Table 8: Summary statistics of demographics by treatment. The last column shows means for sub-samples that
trimmed by the top and bottom 10%.

The remainder of the subjects was assigned to a control group. These subjects observed no
information related to income distribution (and were asked the same questions in the part of the
survey that followed). Selected summary statistics for all three groups are shown in Table 8.
Balance was achieved through computerized randomization. (Summary statistics for the entire
sample are shown in Table 9.)

4 Data Analysis

4.1 Impact of exogenous information

Does showing a summary of incomes earned by different income groups in the United States impact
reported preferences for government activity to address income inequality? Yes: Table 10 shows
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Female 43.4%
Voted for Obama 54.2%
White 76.1%
Black 6.2%
Hispanic 5.1%
Asian 10.6%
Mean age 33.0
Median education Some college, no degree
10th percentile education High school graduate
25th percentile education Some college, no degree
75th percentile education College degree
Median household income group $37,500 - $49,999
10th percentile household income group Less than $12,500
25th percentile household income group $12,500 - $24,999
75th percentile household income group $62,500 - $74,999
Employment status
Employed, full-time 35.5%
Employed, part-time 18.5%
Unemployed 16.1%
Student 25.4%
Other 4.5%

Table 9: Summary statistics (N=1303)

the regression results, and the information treatment effect is shown visually in Figure ??.

The impact of the viewing the graph that depicts income groups in the U.S. is slightly less than
1/3 the size of the coefficient on voting for Obama. Voters for the Democratic president are more
open to government activity (controlling for treatment group assignment) and the opposite is true
for those who voted for Mitt Romney in 2012.

High income and more educated individuals are significantly less likely to say that the gov-
ernment should be involved in reducing income disparities. Women in general are more open to
government activity, but in the most expentsive specification the significance of the coefficient on
gender fall to 10%.

Reactions the the ‘just world’ statement (“people who want to get ahead could make it if they
were willing to work hard”) is predictive of agreement with the proposition that the government
should do something about income inequality (again, controlling for treatment assignment).

4.2 Do sources of information matter?

Watching MSNBC and reading political blogs frequently are activities generally associated with
openness to government activity (Table 11) and reading political blogs is associated with different
beliefs about the sources of income inequality. For example, those who read political blogs more
frequently are more likely to that a key source of inequality is that “people lack necessary skills”
and they are less likely to assign blame to low taxes paid by the wealthy. Higher frequency of
reading about politics is also correlated with a weaker belief that Obama bailouts are responsible
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No Yes No opinion

Do you think thatthegovernmentshoulddo somethingaboutincomeinequality?
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Figure 3: Information treatment effects (general views about government activity)

Romneyvoters only

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

No Yes No opinion

Obamavoters only

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Income
Graph/Table

shown

No 
information

shown

Income
Graph/Table

shown

No 
information

shown

Figure 4: Information treatment effects (by ideology)
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Dependent variable: The government should do something about inequality (1=yes, 0=no)
(1) (2)

Treatment: inequality shown (table only) 0.171∗ 0.202∗

(0.0864) (0.0942)
Treatment: inequality shown (graph only) 0.143+ 0.192∗

(0.0852) (0.0921)
Voted for Obama 0.711∗∗

(0.0862)
Voted for Romney -0.577∗∗

(0.124)
People who want to get ahead could -0.0101∗∗

make it if they were willing to work hard (0.00179)
I have a good chance to improve -0.000654
my standard of living (0.00210)
Female 0.194∗

(0.0800)
Income group -0.0491∗∗

(0.0157)
Education group -0.141∗∗

(0.0475)
Age 0.0268

(0.0210)
Age2 -0.000434

(0.000273)

Observations 1303 1286

Probit regressions. Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < .1, ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01

Table 10: The government should do something about inequality (1=yes, 0=no). Information
provision remains significant only when provided in a graphical form.

for inequality. The differences in beliefs about reasons for inequality are explored in more detail in
Section 4.4.

4.3 Beyond information

4.3.1 Mobility

Regressions without treatment controls are reported in Table 11. In this specification, ideology and
beliefs about mobility are the best predictors of demand for government action. Those said earlier
in the survey that the right pay their fair share (or too much) in taxes are less likely to say that
the government should address income inequality.

Belief in a just world, high income, and high education remain significant predictors of a lower
propensity to demand government activity. Although reading political blogs remains positively
correlated with the view that the government should so something, the significance of the coefficient
on regularly viewing MSNBC fall to 10%.
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4.4 Perceived reasons for inequality

4.4.1 Broad patterns

Table 14 lists the mean value for each of the 6 reasons by ideology. Among those who voted for
Obama, low taxes paid by the rich are the most common perceived reason for inequality, followed
by big banks and Bush tax cuts. For a general summary of reported beliefs, see Figure 5.

Among those subjects who voted for Mitt Romney, weak economy is on average viewed as the
most important reason for income inequality, followed by the fact that “many people lack necessary
skills.” Obama bailouts are the third most popular reason among Romney voters, although they
are the last reason among Obama voters.

Inspection of mean values shows that there is some disagreement between Obama and Romney
voters about the responsibility of Bush tax cuts and Obama bailouts (as one would expect), but
the largest gap in attribution between these voters is about the possibility that “the rich pay too
little in taxes.”

Among those who voted for a third-party candidate, who did not vote, or who preferred not
disclose their choice of candidate, “weak economy” is the most highly scoring reason. On the
possibility that the low taxes on the rich a reason for inequality, independents and non-voters are
closer to Obama voters than to Romney voters.

Table 15 shows mean values and t-tests by gender. Among women, the most popular reason
is weak economy, followed immediately by low taxes on the rich and big banks. For each of the 6
reasons, men report lower attribution values than women. Not controlling for ideology, men report
low taxes, big banks and weak economy as the most important reasons for inequality.

4.4.2 Regression results

In some cases, ideology predicts how people think of reasons for income inequality. Belief in a just
world correlates with assessments of the sources of inequality in all cases (see Table 12).

In some cases, uncertainty is positively correlated with a belief in a particular source of inequal-
ity. This is the case for reasons three, four, and six: people who are more uncertain about the
future assign a higher blame to Obama bailouts, low taxes paid by the rich, and to big banks.6

Education in negatively correlated with viewing weak economy, low taxes by the rich, or the
big banks as the culprits for inequality (the other 3 choices are uncorrelated with education).

High income individuals are significantly less likely to assign blame to the weak economy and
Obama bailout. Belief in other reasons is not correlated with income.

There is some agreement between the viewers of CNN and Fox News. Those who watch either
or these channels more often are more likely to blame the weak economy (on average). In general,
however, coefficients on CNN and Fox News have the opposite sign. For example, those who watch
CNN are significantly more likely to blame the big banks, while the opposite is true for the regular
viewers of Fox News. These viewers are also significantly more likely to see Obama bailouts as a

6No causal interpretation is made here.
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Figure 5: Which reasons for income inequality are classified as relatively important (value > 50)?
Fractions of respondents by ideology.
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culprit (the coefficient on CNN in the regression is negative, but insignificant).

Ideology is a very strong predictor of views on the taxation of the wealthy, Bush tax cuts, and
Obama bailouts (all in the expected direction), but ideology does not predict beliefs about the
importance of skills, the weak economy, or the big banks.

Lastly, those who believe in a just world are more likely to see the weak economy, the lack of
skills, or Obama bailouts as sources of inequality, and they are significantly less likely than the
rest of the sample to see the big banks, the Bush tax cuts, or the taxation of the wealthy as an
important variable.

4.4.3 Dispersion of beliefs

Figure 12 shows the attribution to the weak economy by ideology. Republicans are slightly more
likely to blame the economy for inequality than the average Obama voter, but the mode is the
same for both groups.

Figure 13 shows the perceived importance of the fact that “many people lack necessary skills.”
This explanation might be the closest to an answer that an average economist would provide to
someone who asks for helicopter perspective on changing fortunes of different groups in the society.

Figure 14 outlines the believed importance of “low taxes” paid by the rich.

The subjective perception of the blame of the big banks is show in Figure 15.

Figure 16 shows the results for Bush tax cuts.

Figure 17 show the believed importance of Obama bailouts.

4.5 Do the rich pay their fair share in taxes? (Survey results)

Holding a collection of observables constant (see Table 25), higher income income is not associated
with a belief that the rich pay more than their fair share of taxes. While the coefficient has the
expected sign (it is positive, and the

Moreover, people who are uncertain about the future are more likely on average to say that the
rich do not pay their fair share. Those who voted for Obama, and people who watch MSNBC more
often are also more likely to believe that the rich pay too little in taxes. The “ideology effect” of
voting for Obama is approximately nine times stronger than a 10-point movement (out of 100) on
the uncertainty scale.

The “Romney coefficient” almost the exact inverse of the “Obama coefficient.” People who
recently voted for the Republican generally believe that the share of taxes paid by the rich is
“about fair.” While the correlation with education and belief is weaker, education is associated
with beliefs that the rich pay either their fair share or too much. Moving from one education group
to a higher group is roughly one fifth of the magnitude of the Romney coefficient.

Controlling for all other observable, watching Fox News mor frequently and believing that
“people who want to get ahead could make it if they were willing to work hard” is also associated
with a higher propensity to say that taxes paid by the rich are either fair or too high. Lastly, whites
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are more likely to evaluate taxes on the rich as too high, while the coefficient on other race groups
are insignificant.

Other specifications are reported in Tables 28 and 29 in the appendix as robustness checks. The
coefficient sizes remain similar.

4.6 Uncertainty and demand for redistribution

In an ideal society, would making incomes more equal be important? The correlations exploring the
association between this sentiment and and uncertainty are reported in Table 24. (In the appendix,
associations with optimism (the belief that “things will get better for me”) are reported in Table
27 and correlation with optimism about the future of the country (“things will get better for the
country”) are reported in Table 26.)

4.7 Does it come down to beliefs about mobility and ideology?

Subjects who say that a poor person is most likely to escape poverty in the United States (out of
a menu of three countries: U.S, France, and Russia) on average want less government involvement,
regardless of treatment assignment.

5 Conclusion

These are the preliminary results from the experiment:

• Exposure to information about income distribution does not make subjects more willing
to support higher taxation.

• But information provision does make subjects more open to government activity in general if
the stated goal is reduction of income inequality.

• Attitudes on equalizing incomes are sharply divided along ideological lines.

• Assignment to the treatment that makes salient the indirect costs of taxation does not lead
subjects to change their prior views on the desirability of additional taxation.

• People who feel uncertain about the future on average demand more government activity.

• Belief is a just world is negatively associated with demand for redistribution.

• Framing of the tax questions does not push subjects to change their answers.

Naturally, the results in this paper do not imply that citizens do have accurate information, or
that they do not make interpersonal comparisons (a vast literature in economics and psychology
documents the comparisons are basically automatic). While the results suggest that information
asymmetries are very unlikely to drive the low demand for redistribution in the United States, they
do not show that Americans are indifferent to growing income disparities (in fact, some answers in

15



the survey suggest the opposite). The emerging pattern is consistent with the view that Americans
wish there was less income inequality, but they are unwilling to employ redistribution as a tool to
address the problem.

The challenge for researchers who try to shed light on voters’ motivations is that measuring what
exactly people know about their standing in the income distribution is tricky, and obtaining truthful
answers to personal feelings about their standing on the income ladder may be even harder.7 For
this reason, provision of information to a randomly chosen subset of subjects who agree to answer
“a survey” is a useful to way to work around measurement difficulties.8

While the experimental part of this paper captures the causal effect of exposure to information
(in a diverse sample of Americans), it would be best to interpreted it in conjunction with evidence
collected by other researches. Given that the sample is not representative of the United States
(men, Obama supporters, and people not currently in the labor force are over-represented), these
limitations should lead the reader to interpret the correlations gleaned from the survey part of the
experiment with caution. The message of this paper can be combined with the lessons from prior
(generally survey-based) prior work.

7In the United States, displays of envy would not generate much social approval, but perhaps measuring expressions
of envy – through voting and other means – could be accurate in a different setting.

8Moreover, even if some subjects are not able to understand the table or the graph that offers them an overview
of incomes earned by different groups, the ability to interpret charts and tables is orthogonal to treatment.
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Weak economy People lack necessary skills The rich pay too little in taxes

Relatively Relatively Relatively Relatively Relatively Relatively
unimportant important unimportant important unimportant important

Voted for Obama 22.7% 77.3% 39.3% 60.7% 11.0% 89.0%
Voted for Romney 19.6% 80.4% 19.1% 80.9% 62.0% 38.0%
Other candidate 25.2% 74.8% 36.4% 63.6% 30.6% 69.4%
Did not vote* 20.7% 79.3% 32.0% 68.0% 29.9% 70.1%

Big banks Bush tax cuts Obama bailouts
Relatively Relatively Relatively Relatively Relatively Relatively

unimportant important unimportant important unimportant important
Voted for Obama 23.0% 77.0% 27.7% 72.3% 77.0% 23.0%
Voted for Romney 52.2% 47.8% 77.7% 22.3% 41.4% 58.6%
Other candidate 30.3% 69.7% 39.3% 60.7% 59.5% 40.5%
Did not vote* 27.8% 72.2% 47.7% 52.3% 60.7% 39.3%

Table 13: Attribution of reasons for income inequality by ideology

Mean value

Reason Voted for Obama Voted for Romney Diff. candidate Did not vote/say
Weak Economy 65.9 68.4 64.4 66.0
Many people lack necessary skills 56.0 67.0 57.7 59.7
The rich pay too little in taxes 76.2 41.8 60.0 63.3
Big banks 66.6 51.1 63.5 64.3
Bush tax cuts 64.8 35.2 57.1 54.0
Obama bailouts 34.7 55.3 48.5 44.8

Share 54.2% 14.2% 8.6% 23.0%

Table 14: Mean attribution score (0=Not a reason; 100=Key reason) of perceived reasons for
inequality, by ideology
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Reason Women Men t-test

Weak Economy 70.7 62.6 -6.51
Many people lack necessary skills 59.2 58.0 -0.85
The rich pay too little in taxes 69.6 65.0 -2.94
Big banks 64.4 63.0 -1.06
Bush tax cuts 59.1 56.3 -1.96
Obama bailouts 42.7 39.9 -1.94

Table 15: Mean attribution score (0=Not a reason; 100=Key reason) of perceived reasons for
inequality and t-tests by gender

Reason MSNBC watched infrequently MSNBC watched frequently t-test

Weak Economy 65.2 68.3 -2.18
Many people lack necessary skills 58.6 58.5 0.067
The rich pay too little in taxes 64.5 72.7 -4.92
Big banks 61.7 68.1 -4.42
Bush tax cuts 55.5 62.4 -4.34
Obama bailouts 41.5 40.1 0.91

Share 70.5% 29.5%

Table 16: Mean attribution score (0=Not a reason; 100=Key reason) of perceived reasons for
inequality and t-tests by frequency of MSNBC consumption

Reason CNN watched infrequently CNN watched frequently t-test

Weak Economy 63.7 69.9 -4.87
Many people lack necessary skills 56.9 61.1 -2.88
The rich pay too little in taxes 65.7 68.9 -2.02
Big banks 62.3 65.5 -2.32
Bush tax cuts 56.6 59.0 -1.60
Obama bailouts 40.8 41.6 -0.49

Share 60.6% 39.4%

Table 17: Mean attribution score (0=Not a reason; 100=Key reason) of perceived reasons for
inequality and t-tests by frequency of CNN consumption
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Reason Fox watched infrequently Fox watched frequently t-test

Weak Economy 64.6 71.3 -4.45
Many people lack necessary skills 57.2 63.5 -3.73
The rich pay too little in taxes 68.6 61.0 4.19
Big banks 64.2 61.2 1.92
Bush tax cuts 59.4 50.8 4.95
Obama bailouts 38.8 49.8 -6.36

Share 77.0% 22.3%

Table 18: Mean attribution score (0=Not a reason; 100=Key reason) of perceived reasons for
inequality and t-tests by frequency of Fox News consumption

Reason Political blogs read infrequently Political blogs read frequently t-test

Weak Economy 66.5 65.5 0.74
Many people lack necessary skills 57.5 60.5 -1.98
The rich pay too little in taxes 67.0 66.8 0.12
Big banks 63.4 63.8 -0.25
Bush tax cuts 56.6 59.3 -1.83
Obama bailouts 42.8 38.0 3.13

Share 64.9% 35.1%

Table 19: Mean attribution score (0=Not a reason; 100=Key reason) of perceived reasons for
inequality and t-tests by frequency of reading political blogs

Behavior YES NO t-test p-value

Watches Fox News frequently 33.5 25.8 -2.02 0.046
Watches CNN frequently 25.2 28.3 1.46 0.145
Watches MSNBC frequently 23.5 28.5 2.23 0.026
Reads political blogs frequently 27.1 26.9 0.09 0.928
Believes most people can be trusted 28.8 24.1 -2.13 0.03

Table 20: Evaluations of the income distribution once information about income quintiles shown
(text-treatment)
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Behavior YES NO t-test p-value

Watches Fox News frequently 31.4 25.6 -1.92 0.056
Watches CNN frequently 25.4 27.8 1.04 0.299
Watches MSNBC frequently 21.1 29.1 3.47 < 0.001
Reads political blogs frequently 25.3 27.8 1.01 0.312
Believes most people can be trusted 28.0 24.8 -1.33 0.186

Table 21: Evaluations of the income distribution (0=Too unequal; 100=Perfectly fair) once infor-
mation about income quintiles shown (visual-treatment)

Behavior YES NO t-test p-value

Beliefs
Believes U.S. is the most mobile country 30.4 22.1 -3.99 < 0.001
More uncertain than 1/2 of the sample 24.0 30.8 3.12 0.002
More optimistic than 3/4 of the sample 27.1 27.0 -0.06 0.951
Believe one can get ahead with hard work more than 1/2 of the sample 34.5 21.0 -6.50 < 0.001
Believes to be more creative than 1/2 of the sample 25.5 28.5 1.43 0.152
Believes most people can be trusted 28.8 24.1 -2.13 0.03
Believes family is imporant more than 1/2 of the sample 27.2 26.3 -0.38 0.701
Believes prefessional success is imporant more than 1/2 of the sample 27.5 26.1 -0.66 0.504
Believes freedom is imporant more than 1/2 of the sample 25.6 29.4 -1.73 0.085
Ideology
Voted for Obama 20.7 34.0 6.41 < 0.001
Voted for Romney 44.1 23.8 -6.66 < 0.001
News consumption
Watches Fox News more than 3/4 of the sampe 33.9 25.0 -3.77 < 0.001
Watches CNN more than 3/4 of the sampe 24.8 27.9 1.35 0.177
Watches MSNBC more than 3/4 of the sampe 24.1 28.5 1.86 0.064
Reads political blogs more than 3/4 of the sampe 24.5 27.6 1.18 0237
Demographics
More than 50 years old 30.1 26.9 -0.62 0.536
Female 24.4 28.8 2.04 0.042
In income group 6 or 7 31.9 24.7 -3.09 0.002
In educ. group 4 or higher 26.6 27.3 0.32 0.745

Table 22: Evaluations of the income distribution (0=Too unequal; 100=Perfectly fair) once infor-
mation about income quintiles shown (text-treatment)
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Behavior YES NO t-test p-value

Beliefs
Believes U.S. is the most mobile country 32.7 19.5 -6.30 < 0.001
More uncertain than 1/2 of the sample 23.3 30.7 3.32 < 0.001
More optimistic than 3/4 of the sample 27.4 25.7 0.67 0.502
Believe one can get ahead with hard work more than 1/2 of the sample 34.4 18.8 -7.42 < 0.001
Believes to be more creative than 1/2 of the sample 25.4 28.4 1.32 0.187
Believes most people can be trusted 28.0 24.8 -1.33 0.186
Believes family is imporant more than 1/2 of the sample 29.3 22.6 -3.03 0.002
Believes prefessional success is imporant more than 1/2 of the sample 30.0 22.9 -3.26 0.001
Believes freedom is imporant more than 1/2 of the sample 27.2 26.1 -0.48 0.632
Ideology
Voted for Obama 19.7 35.4 7.15 < 0.001
Voted for Romney 23.2 49.4 -7.14 < 0.001
News consumption
Watches Fox News more than 3/4 of the sampe 33.6 25.2 -3.07 0.003
Watches CNN more than 3/4 of the sampe 25.3 27.5 0.88 0.378
Watches MSNBC more than 3/4 of the sampe 21.6 29.1 3.15 0.002
Reads political blogs more than 3/4 of the sampe 26.6 27.1 0.18 0.854
Demographics
More than 50 years old 27.1 26.8 -0.07 0.939
Female 25.1 28.0 1.24 0.212
In income group 6 or 7 30.2 25.6 -1.844 0.066
In educ. group 4 or higher 29.7 24.4 -2.34 0.019

Table 23: Evaluations of the income distribution (0=Too unequal; 100=Perfectly fair) once infor-
mation about income quintiles shown (visual-treatment)
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Figure 19: Treatment 1
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Dependent variable: In an ideal society, making incomes more equal would be important (0-100)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

I am uncertain about the future 0.112∗∗ 0.133∗∗ 0.0963∗∗ 0.0877∗∗ 0.108∗∗

(0.0374) (0.0341) (0.0335) (0.0337) (0.0353)
Voted for Obama 11.12∗∗ 10.66∗∗ 11.30∗∗ 10.53∗∗

(1.667) (1.636) (1.648) (1.754)
Voted for Romney -19.95∗∗ -16.87∗∗ -16.24∗∗ -14.78∗∗

(2.495) (2.493) (2.497) (2.667)
Female 7.628∗∗ 6.984∗∗ 6.279∗∗ 5.539∗∗

(1.449) (1.436) (1.466) (1.519)
People who want to get ahead could -0.196∗∗ -0.189∗∗ -0.211∗∗

make it if they were willing to work hard (0.0308) (0.0317) (0.0342)
I have a good chance to improve 0.0277 0.0258
my standard of living (0.0412) (0.0420)
Income group -1.319∗∗ -1.436∗∗

(0.295) (0.308)
Education group -3.951∗∗ -3.469∗∗

(0.872) (0.894)
Employed 0.118 -0.601

(1.621) (1.692)
Age 0.753 0.676

(0.464) (0.486)
Age2 -0.00868 -0.00740

(0.00619) (0.00645)
TV: Fox News (frequency) -0.0265

(0.0361)
TV: CNN (frequency) 0.0106

(0.0372)
TV: MSNBC (frequency) 0.123∗∗

(0.0368)
Political blogs (frequency) -0.0285

(0.0274)
White -6.364∗∗

(2.252)
Black -0.125

(3.247)
Hispanic 1.190

(3.644)
Trust 2.088

(1.630)
Constant 55.23∗∗ 47.34∗∗ 62.09∗∗ 65.66∗∗ 67.79∗∗

(2.646) (2.825) (3.433) (9.329) (9.938)
Observations 1297 1290 1287 1280 1186
R2 0.00810 0.174 0.198 0.230 0.266

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < .1, ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01

Table 24: Attitudes to equalizing incomes in an ideal society. The dependent variable ranges from
0 to 100 (0=Not at all important; 100=extremely important)
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Dependent variable: Do the rich pay their fair share in taxes? (0-100)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

I am uncertain about the future -0.113∗∗ -0.136∗∗ -0.101∗∗ -0.107∗∗ -0.117∗∗

(0.0258) (0.0234) (0.0229) (0.0238) (0.0256)
Voted for Obama -10.32∗∗ -9.908∗∗ -9.919∗∗ -9.167∗∗

(1.177) (1.147) (1.168) (1.259)
Voted for Romney 16.54∗∗ 13.54∗∗ 13.11∗∗ 9.873∗∗

(1.892) (1.864) (1.893) (2.047)
Female -1.506 -0.927 -0.634 -0.345

(1.022) (0.994) (1.042) (1.080)
People who want to get ahead could 0.181∗∗ 0.189∗∗ 0.183∗∗

make it if they were willing to work hard (0.0209) (0.0219) (0.0231)
I have a good chance to improve -0.0662∗ -0.0730∗

my standard of living (0.0307) (0.0319)
Income group 0.281 0.286

(0.206) (0.212)
Education group 2.152∗∗ 1.940∗∗

(0.652) (0.664)
Employed 0.603 0.885

(1.184) (1.230)
Age -0.410 -0.723∗

(0.292) (0.303)
Age2 0.00469 0.00833∗

(0.00379) (0.00395)
TV: Fox News (frequency) 0.135∗∗

(0.0286)
TV: CNN (frequency) -0.0106

(0.0254)
TV: MSNBC (frequency) -0.0598∗

(0.0243)
Political blogs (frequency) 0.0462∗

(0.0203)
White 3.230∗

(1.630)
Black 2.230

(2.303)
Hispanic -1.474

(2.868)
Trust 0.779

(1.166)
Constant 36.54∗∗ 41.99∗∗ 28.35∗∗ 31.62∗∗ 34.48∗∗

(1.831) (1.986) (2.391) (6.422) (6.874)
Observations 1284 1277 1274 1267 1175
R2 0.0154 0.220 0.259 0.271 0.302

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < .1, ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01

Table 25: Do the rich pay their fair share in taxes? Answers are on a scale from 0 to 100 (0=Far
too little; 100=Far too much). Subjects answered this question before assignment to any of the
treatments.
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Dependent variable: In an ideal society, making incomes more equal would be important (0-100)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Things will get better for me -0.0123 -0.0616 -0.00151 0.0152 0.0369
(0.0446) (0.0412) (0.0420) (0.0537) (0.0559)

Voted for Obama 10.86∗∗ 10.24∗∗ 11.05∗∗ 10.25∗∗

(1.682) (1.651) (1.657) (1.760)
Voted for Romney -20.13∗∗ -16.74∗∗ -16.08∗∗ -14.71∗∗

(2.521) (2.521) (2.518) (2.697)
Female 7.721∗∗ 7.028∗∗ 6.285∗∗ 5.488∗∗

(1.458) (1.441) (1.472) (1.526)
People who want to get ahead could -0.212∗∗ -0.201∗∗ -0.226∗∗

make it if they were willing to work hard (0.0324) (0.0321) (0.0346)
I have a good chance to improve 0.000204 -0.0172
my standard of living (0.0515) (0.0533)
Income group -1.355∗∗ -1.473∗∗

(0.296) (0.310)
Education group -4.018∗∗ -3.582∗∗

(0.876) (0.899)
Employed 0.000815 -0.735

(1.628) (1.698)
Age 0.717 0.598

(0.461) (0.482)
Age2 -0.00832 -0.00651

(0.00613) (0.00640)
TV: Fox News (frequency) -0.0231

(0.0363)
TV: CNN (frequency) 0.0108

(0.0371)
TV: MSNBC (frequency) 0.122∗∗

(0.0365)
Political blogs (frequency) -0.0281

(0.0276)
White -6.419∗∗

(2.259)
Black -0.634

(3.255)
Hispanic 0.345

(3.630)
Trust 1.226

(1.602)
Constant 63.53∗∗ 60.70∗∗ 69.78∗∗ 74.38∗∗ 79.12∗∗

(3.260) (3.169) (3.252) (8.671) (9.139)
Observations 1297 1290 1287 1280 1186
R2 0.0000707 0.165 0.193 0.226 0.260

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < .1, ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01

Table 26: Attitudes to equalizing incomes in an ideal society. The dependent variable ranges from
0 to 100 (0=Not at all important; 100=extremely important)
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Dependent variable: In an ideal society, making incomes more equal would be important (0-100)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Things will get better for the country 0.310∗∗ 0.178∗∗ 0.196∗∗ 0.247∗∗ 0.227∗∗

(0.0431) (0.0426) (0.0413) (0.0462) (0.0490)
Voted for Obama 8.146∗∗ 7.532∗∗ 8.383∗∗ 7.891∗∗

(1.696) (1.658) (1.657) (1.765)
Voted for Romney -20.05∗∗ -16.54∗∗ -16.05∗∗ -14.68∗∗

(2.474) (2.462) (2.448) (2.624)
Female 7.833∗∗ 7.067∗∗ 6.214∗∗ 5.325∗∗

(1.442) (1.422) (1.438) (1.501)
People who want to get ahead could -0.221∗∗ -0.188∗∗ -0.214∗∗

make it if they were willing to work hard (0.0310) (0.0318) (0.0343)
I have a good chance to improve -0.107∗ -0.0947∗

my standard of living (0.0451) (0.0467)
Income group -1.384∗∗ -1.480∗∗

(0.294) (0.309)
Education group -3.747∗∗ -3.349∗∗

(0.865) (0.888)
Employed -0.0338 -0.665

(1.597) (1.674)
Age 0.678 0.576

(0.449) (0.476)
Age2 -0.00851 -0.00673

(0.00599) (0.00634)
TV: Fox News (frequency) -0.0172

(0.0353)
TV: CNN (frequency) 0.00398

(0.0365)
TV: MSNBC (frequency) 0.117∗∗

(0.0362)
Political blogs (frequency) -0.0233

(0.0272)
White -5.894∗∗

(2.205)
Black -0.410

(3.208)
Hispanic 1.440

(3.697)
Trust 0.00720

(1.600)
Constant 43.35∗∗ 46.65∗∗ 59.45∗∗ 68.95∗∗ 74.15∗∗

(2.937) (2.981) (3.345) (8.630) (9.213)
Observations 1297 1290 1287 1280 1186
R2 0.0496 0.177 0.210 0.247 0.277

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < .1, ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01

Table 27: Attitudes to equalizing incomes in an ideal society. The dependent variable ranges from
0 to 100 (0=Not at all important; 100=extremely important)
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Dependent variable: Do the rich pay their fair share in taxes? (0-100)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Things will get better for me -0.0443 0.00253 -0.0544+ -0.0542 -0.0509
(0.0330) (0.0298) (0.0291) (0.0375) (0.0400)

Voted for Obama -9.814∗∗ -9.224∗∗ -9.633∗∗ -8.889∗∗

(1.192) (1.159) (1.180) (1.275)
Voted for Romney 16.65∗∗ 13.19∗∗ 12.84∗∗ 9.707∗∗

(1.909) (1.871) (1.908) (2.075)
Female -1.630 -0.967 -0.565 -0.265

(1.038) (1.000) (1.050) (1.089)
People who want to get ahead could 0.208∗∗ 0.204∗∗ 0.199∗∗

make it if they were willing to work hard (0.0217) (0.0223) (0.0237)
I have a good chance to improve -0.00900 -0.0197
my standard of living (0.0388) (0.0408)
Income group 0.340 0.334

(0.206) (0.212)
Education group 2.248∗∗ 2.082∗∗

(0.657) (0.665)
Employed 0.761 1.025

(1.197) (1.245)
Age -0.351 -0.630∗

(0.292) (0.305)
Age2 0.00406 0.00726+

(0.00377) (0.00395)
TV: Fox News (frequency) 0.132∗∗

(0.0290)
TV: CNN (frequency) -0.0102

(0.0254)
TV: MSNBC (frequency) -0.0597∗

(0.0245)
Political blogs (frequency) 0.0459∗

(0.0206)
White 3.298∗

(1.640)
Black 2.794

(2.334)
Hispanic -0.473

(2.822)
Trust 1.743

(1.148)
Constant 32.20∗∗ 32.56∗∗ 23.52∗∗ 21.44∗∗ 22.19∗∗

(2.479) (2.389) (2.392) (5.971) (6.282)
Observations 1284 1277 1274 1267 1175
R2 0.00172 0.198 0.249 0.259 0.289

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < .1, ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01

Table 28: Do the rich pay their fair share in taxes? Answers are on a scale from 0 to 100 (0=Far
too little; 100=Far too much). Subjects answered this question before assignment to any of the
treatments.
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Dependent variable: Do the rich pay their fair share in taxes? (0-100)
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Things will get better for the country -0.221∗∗ -0.0991∗∗ -0.114∗∗ -0.117∗∗ -0.134∗∗

(0.0336) (0.0316) (0.0306) (0.0346) (0.0355)
Voted for Obama -8.463∗∗ -7.944∗∗ -8.416∗∗ -7.521∗∗

(1.180) (1.153) (1.166) (1.266)
Voted for Romney 16.54∗∗ 13.16∗∗ 12.80∗∗ 9.682∗∗

(1.870) (1.834) (1.877) (2.037)
Female -1.665 -0.987 -0.622 -0.221

(1.032) (0.994) (1.043) (1.085)
People who want to get ahead could 0.203∗∗ 0.197∗∗ 0.191∗∗

make it if they were willing to work hard (0.0214) (0.0222) (0.0233)
I have a good chance to improve 0.00945 0.00652
my standard of living (0.0337) (0.0350)
Income group 0.347+ 0.332

(0.207) (0.213)
Education group 2.113∗∗ 1.950∗∗

(0.652) (0.657)
Employed 0.740 0.958

(1.194) (1.239)
Age -0.346 -0.625∗

(0.291) (0.303)
Age2 0.00431 0.00748+

(0.00374) (0.00392)
TV: Fox News (frequency) 0.129∗∗

(0.0286)
TV: CNN (frequency) -0.00666

(0.0250)
TV: MSNBC (frequency) -0.0568∗

(0.0242)
Political blogs (frequency) 0.0434∗

(0.0203)
White 2.944+

(1.636)
Black 2.596

(2.332)
Hispanic -1.130

(2.820)
Trust 2.423∗

(1.134)
Constant 42.83∗∗ 38.23∗∗ 26.35∗∗ 23.42∗∗ 24.80∗∗

(2.330) (2.255) (2.372) (5.976) (6.338)

Observations 1284 1277 1274 1267 1175
R2 0.0471 0.207 0.258 0.267 0.299

Standard errors in parentheses
+ p < .1, ∗ p < .05, ∗∗ p < .01

Table 29: Do the rich pay their fair share in taxes? Answers are on a scale from 0 to 100 (0=Far
too little; 100=Far too much). Subjects answered this question before assignment to any of the
treatments.
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Figure 20: Treatment 2
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Figure 27: Perceived social mobility (information treatments collapsed)
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