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Introduction

Many economic studies analyze the effectiveness of policies in dealing with per-
ceived problems. For instance, a study might investigate the effectiveness of an in-
crease in the inheritance tax in reducing economic inequality. However, multiple
policies are often available to deal with a perceived problem, and all policies lead to
costs. For instance, increasing the income tax is an alternative to an increase in the in-
heritance tax, and both increases could lead to an exodus of labor or capital, thereby
hampering economic growth. It is often difficult to establish in general whether a
policy is worth the costs and even harder to prove that it is generally superior to
an alternative policy because preferences about the costs and benefits of policies
differ. To stay with the example, one person might favor a tax increase because he
or she prioritizes equality over economic growth, while another person might con-
sider growth more important, therefore opposing a tax hike. Hence, thinking about
the welfare consequences and implementation of policies requires examining the
preferences of those affected.

Compared to the rich literature on potential policies, economists have devoted
little attention to examining policy preferences and whether actual policymaking is
in the interest of relevant stakeholders. This dissertation contributes to filling this
gap in the literature by estimating policy preferences on various policy issues in mul-
tiple developed economies and comparing these preferences to actual policymaking.

Chapter 1 of this dissertation examines to what extent parliaments in Europe rep-
resent the policy attitudes of their voters and citizens. Most social scientists agree
that the extent of representation is an important welfare criterion because it is a
key measure of how democratic a country is (Golder and Ferland, 2017). Yet, there
has been much less research on estimating its extent than on other welfare-relevant
variables, such as unemployment or inequality. Just as it matters whether the unem-
ployment rate equals 2% or 50%, it also makes a big difference whether the extent
of representation is high or low. Similarly, it matters whether deviations of policy-
making from people’s preferences —representation gaps— arise on issues that are
important or unimportant to people, whether representation gaps on different is-
sues go in the same direction, and whether all major parties are biased in the same
direction relative to voters. Chapter 1 provides an extensive analysis of representa-
tion gaps in Europe, addressing these and related questions.
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I document large, significant, and systematic representation gaps. European cit-
izens and voters prefer more redistribution and less state intervention than is de-
sired or implemented by parliaments. These representation gaps on economic topics
are large. For instance, the difference between policymaking and the redistribution
preferences of the average voter is about as large as the average difference in re-
distribution preferences between poor and rich Europeans. Representation gaps on
non-economic issues are even larger. Policymaking is more left-wing than voters, or
citizens prefer regarding nearly all non-economic issues. Even most christian demo-
cratic and conservative parliamentarians are more left-wing on these issues than
the average voter. Representation gaps are most pronounced regarding immigra-
tion, punishment for criminals, and gender relations. This pattern holds for almost
all countries considered and when comparing European voters in general to the
European Parliament.

These findings cannot be explained by standard models of electoral competi-
tion and raise the question of why voters do not eliminate representation gaps by
adjusting their voting decisions. To answer this question, I build a stylized formal
model. The intuition it formalizes is that voters do not only care about the distance
of their policy preferences and the policy positions of a party but also about the
competence of a party in implementing its positions effectively. Hence, voters might
vote for a party even though its policy positions are relatively different from their
own attitudes if they believe that this party is more competent than its rivals. I show
formally that this model can explain the existence of representation gaps and derive
empirical predictions, which, as I show, are born out by the data.

Finally, Chapter 1 relates representation gaps to two key recent developments
in Europe — a loss of trust in democratic institutions and the rise of populism. It
shows that citizens whose policy attitudes are less well represented by their parlia-
ments are less satisfied with the way democracy works in their country, less trusting
in democratic institutions, and less likely to vote, even after controlling for many
demographic characteristics. Moreover, it documents that representation gaps are
tightly linked to the rise of populism. Populist politicians are more likely than non-
populist politicians to identify representation gaps, more motivated to fill them, and
the policies they propose also contribute to filling representation gaps.

Are representation gaps intrinsically problematic, independent of potential neg-
ative effects on trust in democratic institutions? I address this question in Chapter
2 of this dissertation. I start from the idea that whether representation gaps are a
problem or not depends on the reasons for their existence. If representation gaps
reflect an information advantage of politicians, they might not only be acceptable
but even desirable. In contrast, if representation gaps result from differences in deep
preferences (like risk attitudes or time preferences) between voters and politicians,
they are more likely problematic from a welfare perspective. Accordingly, it is im-
portant to find out whether information asymmetries between voters and politicians
drive representation gaps.
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To do so, Chapter 2 develops a new estimation technique based on vignette stud-
ies. I focus on the topic of immigration because representation gaps are particularly
large there, and recent research has shown that Europeans hold strongly biased be-
liefs about immigrants (Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva, 2023). The key idea behind
the technique is to combine data on citizen attitudes toward detailed described hy-
pothetical asylum seeker vignettes and data on the characteristics of actual asylum
seekers. By matching these two data sources, I estimate the asylum-seeker attitudes
of citizens, who potentially hold biased beliefs about asylum seeker characteristics,
if they were well-informed about their actual characteristics.

I find that most Europeans would have opposed immigration by most asylum
seekers that really immigrated if they had been well-informed about their character-
istics. This "informed opposition" is common across many demographic dimensions.
For instance, a majority of respondents in all 15 European countries examined reject
immigration by the average asylum seeker. The same is true for most Europeans on
the left and the right of the political spectrum, both sexes, those with and without
an immigration background, and all age groups. These findings indicate that the
desire of Europeans to reduce the immigration of asylum seekers is not driven by
misinformation. Hence, the representation gap regarding immigration is unlikely to
be driven by biased beliefs of ordinary citizens either.

Chapter 3 of my dissertation analyzes preferences toward inherited inequal-
ity. Economic inequality has grown in recent decades in most developed countries
(Roine and Waldenström, 2015). Much of this increase in inequality is driven by
people profiting to differential extents from their parents or other related persons
— inherited inequality (Bowles and Gintis, 2002). Still, surprisingly many citizens
oppose redistributive policies, like inheritance taxation, even if they would profit
financially from them (Bartels, 2008; Stantcheva, 2021).

How can we explain this opposition to redistributive policies? Chapter 3 argues
that such opposition can be explained through fairness preferences. Previous re-
search has shown that many people adhere to a meritocratic fairness ideal according
to which inequality that results from differential efforts is deemed fair while inequal-
ity resulting from differential luck is judged as unfair (Cappelen, Falch, and Tun-
godden, 2020). However, meritocrats might judge inherited inequality that results
from the efforts of those who bequest fair and unfair at the same time. On the one
hand, according to the meritocratic fairness ideal, those who bequest earned their
resources and should be able to spend them freely, which includes transferring them
to a person of their choice. On the other hand, those who inherit these resources
did not earn them and are therefore equally deserving, which renders inequality
between them unfair by meritocratic standards. Hence, it is unclear whether mer-
itocrats accept or oppose inherited inequality resulting from the efforts of those
who bequest. If they accept such inequality because they prioritize fairness toward
those who bequest, this might explain why people oppose redistributive preferences
regarding inherited inequality.
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Chapter 3 reports the results of a survey experiment that was designed to test this
explanation. In the experiment, impartial spectators, who constitute a representa-
tive sample of adult US citizens, redistribute payments between pairs of individuals.
The experiment varies a) whether initial payments are based on a random draw or
effort and b) whether spectators redistribute between individuals who have worked
themselves or who merely benefit from the work of real-life friends. Redistribution
levels are substantially higher if inequality is based on luck instead of effort, suggest-
ing that many US citizens hold a meritocratic fairness ideal. However, whether indi-
viduals worked themselves or merely inherited their initial payoffs does not matter
notably for spectators’ redistribution decisions. This suggests that many US citizens
accept inherited inequality as long as it is merited at some stage, which may ex-
plain why many people oppose redistributive policies like, for instance, inheritance
taxation.
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Chapter 1

Political Representation Gaps
in Europe⋆

1.1 Introduction

Representative democracies build on the idea that voters elect members of parlia-
ment (MPs), who in turn represent the policy attitudes of voters (Golder and Stram-
ski, 2010). The extent to which MPs’ policy decisions align with voters’ attitudes is
called substantive representation, while the lack thereof is referred to as a repre-
sentation gap (Pitkin, 1967; Andeweg, 2012). This paper estimates the extent of
substantive representation in Europe and documents large, significant, and system-
atic representation gaps. It also examines how representation gaps can arise despite
political competition, and assesses their relationship with the rise of populism and
distrust in democratic institutions.

The main analysis builds on a survey dataset I compiled from several existing
anonymized MP and voter surveys. This dataset contains the policy attitudes regard-
ing a wide range of political issues of 31,461 citizens (27,852 of which are voters)
and 2,074 parliamentarians. The samples are representative of the underlying uni-
verses of citizens and voters of 27 European countries as well as 15 national Euro-
pean parliaments and the European parliament, respectively. A key advantage of

⋆ I thank Florian Zimmermann, Sebastian Kube, and Moritz Schularick for their great supervision,
Roland Bénabou, Stefano DellaVigna, Francesc Dilmé, Armin Falk, Sergei Guriev, Luca Henkel, Thomas
Kohler, Benny Moldovanu, Massimo Morelli and Thomas Piketty for helpful suggestions, Valentin Lind-
lacher, Kajsa Edholm, István Székely, Philipp Kerler, and Sebastian Schirner for excellent discussions
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this dataset is that responses of citizens and parliamentarians were elicited through
identical items, enabling comparability.

I find that the policy attitudes of MPs and their voters differ strongly, signifi-
cantly, and systematically. MPs are much more liberal/left-wing on nearly all cul-
tural issues and more in favor of EU integration in nearly all 27 countries. Attitude
differences regarding immigration and punishment for criminals are particularly
large. On a cultural issue index, the distance between the mean voter and the mean
MP is more than half of the distance between the mean social democratic and the
mean conservative MP. Alternatively, the average MP is about three-quarters of a
standard deviation of citizen attitudes more left-wing than the average voter. More-
over, the average MP of any established party family is culturally further to the left
than the average voter. In the economic policy dimension, MPs tend to be more
market-oriented and anti-redistribution than voters. The largest economic attitude
differences regard redistribution, where differences between voters and MPs resem-
ble those of the poor and the rich. However, attitude differences in the economic
dimension tend to be smaller than in the cultural and EU dimensions. Furthermore,
they are strongly heterogeneous across countries. Moreover, social democratic MPs
are more state-oriented on economic issues than the average voter, while liberal and
Christian democratic MPs are more market-oriented. Thus, the average voter has es-
tablished voting options to their left and right on economic issues but only to their
left on cultural topics.

Attitude differences matter because, as I show, most MPs base their decisions on
their own attitudes rather than on the attitudes of their voters. When asked whether
a parliamentarian should follow the opinion of their voters or their own opinion,
69% of national MPs and 84% of members of the European Parliament state that
the parliamentarian should follow their own opinion.

To compare decisions rather than attitudes of parliaments to the attitudes of vot-
ers, I develop an estimation framework. It formalizes the idea that attitude differ-
ences result in representation gaps to the extent that MPs decide according to their
own attitudes rather than according to the attitudes of their voters. Consequently,
the framework takes both attitude differences between voters and MPs and the ex-
tent to which MPs aim to implement voters’ attitudes as arguments. Estimates of
representation gaps based on this framework are very similar to attitude differences
between MPs and voters. To validate these survey-based estimates, I use a second,
hand-collected dataset on politicians’ and ordinary citizens’ voting and initiation
behavior in 126 Swiss referendums. Differences in voting behavior in referendums
between Swiss MPs and voters closely resemble representation gaps as estimated
from survey data. Moreover, this dataset reveals that representation gaps can be
stable over many decades.

The existence of representation gaps is robust to many alternative specifications.
For example, representation gaps are larger when comparing citizens instead of
voters to MPs, and they are not driven by MPs or voters with extreme attitudes. They
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are also larger on issues that both voters and parliamentarians find more important.
Demographic characteristics can explain 30–40% of representation gaps, and the
remaining gaps significantly differ from zero.

Standard probabilistic voting models of electoral competition cannot explain the
existence of representation gaps (Adams, 1999; Lin, Enelow, and Dorussen, 1999;
Schofield, 2004, 2007; Schofield and Zakharov, 2010). These models extend the
logic of Downs (1957) to the competition of multiple parties in multiple policy di-
mensions. As in Downs (1957), parties are assumed to maximize their vote share
and competition forces parties to converge at the electoral center.

To explain how representation gaps can be stable despite electoral competition, I
build a stylized model of electoral competition between two parties akin to that used
in Downs (1957). Motivated by my empirical findings, I alter the utility function of
the parties relative to Downs (1957) and standard probabilistic voting models such
that they are not motivated by winning the election but only by the implemented
policy. My model also assumes that voters see parties as differentially competent,
as I verify empirically. I prove that every equilibrium of the model features a rep-
resentation gap in the direction of the bliss point of the party that is seen as more
competent. Intuitively, the party that is seen as more competent can shift its policy
position away from the median voter and still win the election due to its perceived
competence advantage. It also profits from this shift because it is policy-motivated.
The model makes testable predictions about the distribution of European parties’
perceived competence. For instance, it predicts that culturally left-wing parties are
considered more competent than culturally right-wing parties, which enables the
former to win elections despite positions far from the electoral center. I find strong
empirical support for all of these predictions.

In contrast, I find no empirical evidence in favor of several alternative explana-
tions, including lobbyism, a desire of politicians to protect minorities from a "tyranny
of the majority," or the possibility that MPs’ policy attitudes change when they get
elected.

Finally, I examine the relationship between representation gaps and two crucial
political developments: distrust in democratic institutions and the rise of populism.
Even after controlling for demographic characteristics, I find that citizens whose
policy attitudes differ more from their representatives have less trust in democratic
institutions and are less likely to vote. In the public discourse, populists claim to
be a reaction to representation gaps (Mudde and Kaltwasser, 2017). According to
their narrative, policymaking deviates from the people’s policy preferences. Pop-
ulists claim to be aware of these representation gaps and to have entered politics to
fill them. I test the claims contained in this "populist narrative." I find that populist
MPs are more likely to correctly identify representation gaps and to state that an MP
should follow the opinion of their voters than non-populist MPs. Moreover, populist
parties provide a mixture of left-wing economic and right-wing cultural policy posi-
tions that many citizens demand but few parties have supplied so far. Their policy
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positions differ more strongly from those of non-populist parties on issues where
representation gaps are larger. Finally, the attitudes of populist MPs are, in contrast
to those of non-populist MPs, close to voters’ attitudes on cultural issues. These find-
ings are consistent with the populist narrative and the claim that populists are a
reaction to representation gaps.

Consequently, my findings help to clarify the rise and characteristics of populist
parties.1 Recent studies have shown empirically that factors like trade exposure
(Colantone and Stanig, 2018a,b; Autor et al., 2020), economic insecurity Funke,
Schularick, and Trebesch (2016), Algan et al. (2017), Fetzer (2019), and Gabriel,
Klein, and Pessoa (2022) and immigration (Halla, Wagner, and Zweimüller, 2017;
Harmon, 2018; Dustmann, Vasiljeva, and Piil Damm, 2019; Hangartner et al., 2019;
Tabellini, 2020) increase the vote shares of populist parties. It is less well understood
why these events increase the populist vote share (Guriev and Papaioannou, 2022).
There is no conclusive evidence that crises generally lead to populist voting. For
instance, popular government support usually increases temporarily during interna-
tional crises (Mueller, 1970) and the Covid pandemic increased government support
and trust in political institutions (Esaiasson et al., 2021; Kritzinger et al., 2021).

Why do only certain events strengthen challenger parties, and not other estab-
lished parties? Why do these challenger parties see the "pure people" in a struggle
with the "corrupt elite," hold right-wing cultural positions, and have anti-media and
anti-expert attitudes (Mudde and Kaltwasser, 2017)? Representation gaps offer an
explanation. Suppose that voters vote for parties close to them in policy space on
issues that are relevant at the moment (Bakker, Jolly, and Polk, 2018). If representa-
tion gaps exist, challenger parties can fill empty policy space and will ultimately rise.
Because established parties are more market-oriented and culturally left-wing than
voters, challenger parties are more state-oriented and culturally right-wing than es-
tablished parties. More specifically, this line of reasoning suggests that restrictive
immigration policies, stricter sentencing, and increased redistribution decrease the
vote share of populist parties. Indeed, recent studies have found that increased redis-
tribution weakens populists (Albanese, Barone, and Blasio, 2022), (large) increases
in immigration strengthen populists (Barone et al., 2016; Becker and Fetzer, 2016;
Halla, Wagner, and Zweimüller, 2017; Dinas et al., 2019; Dustmann, Vasiljeva, and
Piil Damm, 2019; Edo et al., 2019; Hangartner et al., 2019; Ajzenman, Aksoy, and
Guriev, 2022; Guriev and Papaioannou, 2022), and being soft on crime leads to
more right-wing voting (Drago, Galbiati, and Sobbrio, 2020).2

1. Surveys on populism are provided by Berman (2021) and Guriev and Papaioannou (2022).
Several recent papers have also argued that the rise of populism is partly due to mainstream par-
ties failing to represent voters’ policy attitudes (Berger, 2017; Grzymala-Busse, 2019; Lindner et al.,
2020; Berman and Kundnani, 2021; Gethin, Martínez-Toledano, and Piketty, 2021; Bó et al., 2023).
However, these papers have not estimated representation gaps.

2. My findings suggest that closing other representation gaps might reduce the vote share of
populist parties too. I am not aware of studies that have examined whether this is the case.
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Challenger parties likely rise especially quickly when issues become relevant
where representation gaps are large, but not when issues become relevant where no
representation gap exists. Representation gaps are particularly large when it comes
to redistribution and immigration, which explains why the populist vote share rose
especially quickly during the global financial crisis and the refugee crisis that high-
lighted inequality and immigration. This explanation complements recent evidence
that increased relevance of cultural topics makes cultural attitudes stronger drivers
of policy views (Bonomi, Gennaioli, and Tabellini, 2021) and that changes in voters’
issue priorities are the main driver behind the rise of the populist right (Danieli et al.,
2022).

To reduce trust in their opponents, challenger parties can argue that established
parties do not represent the people and instead make policy according to their own
attitudes. Given that representation gaps exist, this statement contains a kernel of
truth, and it is likely to damage the reputations of their rivals. This explains why
challenger parties propagate the populist narrative.

Moreover, representation gaps help to explain why many citizens vote for pop-
ulist parties, even though it has been shown that having populists in power reduces
economic growth (Funke, Schularick, and Trebesch, 2016) and damages democratic
institutions (Funke, Schularick, and Trebesch, 2016; Bellodi, Morelli, and Vannoni,
2021; Morelli, Nicolò, and Roberti, 2021; Docquier, Peluso, and Morelli, 2022). My
results indicate that many voters are faced with two similarly unattractive options
because theymust choose between established parties that do not implement the pol-
icy attitudes of the voters and populists who threaten democratic institutions. Some
voters, particularly those more distant from the culturally left-wing established par-
ties, might consider populists the lesser evil.

The fact that policymaking is generally incongruent with mass attitudes also
helps to explain why populist parties can be strong in countries not affected by
crises. Hence, just sitting out or preventing crises might not eliminate populism.
The current paper highlights another policy alternative: established parties could
close representation gaps. They could do so either by convincing the public that their
policies were in the public’s interest or by changing policymaking. Which alternative
is preferable depends on whether representation gaps result from information- or
value differences between voters and MPs. Because, as I show, representation gaps
persist even when comparingMPs to the educated or those very interested in politics,
value differences seem to be at least partly responsible for representation gaps.

The present paper also adds to the theoretical political economy literature. I
show empirically that voters consider some parties much more competent than oth-
ers, and that most politicians are policy-motivated. While it is well known that
adding these insights individually to the stylized model of Downs (1957) does not
produce representation gaps (Persson and Tabellini, 2002), I show that adding both
at the same time does. Predictions of a model that incorporates both insights, are
well supported by an empirical analysis. At the same time, thesemodifications do not
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notably increase the model’s complexity. Therefore, it might prove useful to modify
other models of electoral competition in the same way.

Finally, this paper contributes to the literature on representation. Economists
have focused on the numerical representation of sociodemographic groups in posi-
tions of power, called descriptive representation (Golder and Ferland, 2017).3 In con-
trast, I focus on substantive representation. My empirical analysis reveals that the
association between descriptive and substantive representation is weak. Whether
descriptively overrepresented or underrepresented groups are better represented
substantively depends on the policy dimension and the demographic variable. For in-
stance, immigrants are better represented substantively than natives on cultural top-
ics, but less well on economic issues. The only numerically underrepresented group
that is systematically disadvantaged substantively is the poor. This raises the ques-
tion of how effective affirmative action policies are. First, it suggests that such poli-
cies might not change substantive representation as desired. Second, it indicates that
improving the substantive representation of descriptively underrepresented groups
might not be desirable because they might not be underrepresented substantively.

Outside of economics, most research on substantive representation stems from
political science.⁴ The present paper makes a methodological contribution to this
literature by presenting a stylized formal framework to define and estimate sub-
stantive representation from survey data. A formal framework might be useful be-
cause existing studies use identical terms to refer to similar but different concepts
(Kertzer, 2022). The framework formalizes the insight that attitude differences be-
tween voters and MPs matter little if MPs base their decisions on voters’ attitudes.
Therefore, the framework uses information on attitude differences and the intention
of politicians to implement their voters’ attitudes. In contrast, most previous studies
only assess attitude differences (Costello, Thomassen, and Rosema, 2012; Ferland,
2016; Dalton, 2017; Kübler and Schäfer, 2022).

Moreover, I investigate several potential causes of representation gaps that have
not been examined to date. These include the cause primarily investigated in the
present paper, namely an interaction of heterogeneous perceived competence and

3. Studies have primarily focused on women (Chattopadhyay and Duflo, 2004; Beaman et al.,
2009; Duflo, 2012; Besley et al., 2017) and ethnic minorities (Pande, 2003; Banerjee and Pande,
2007; Munshi and Rosenzweig, 2015), often in developing countries. Recent papers have examined
descriptive representation regarding socioeconomic background in Europe (Bó et al., 2017, 2023).

4. See Kertzer (2022) for a recent discussion and meta-analysis. Most studies focus on single
countries (Bühlmann, Widmer, and Schädel, 2010; Andeweg, 2012; Holmberg, 2012; Andreadis and
Stavrakakis, 2017; Schakel and Hakhverdian, 2018; Hakhverdian and Schakel, 2022; Jaime-Castillo
and Coller, 2022; Lesschaeve, 2022) and/or estimate substantive representation at one point in time
(Costello, Toshkov, et al., 2021; Hakhverdian and Schakel, 2022; Lesschaeve, 2022). Coverage of
European countries is particularly low (Shapiro, 2011). Notable exceptions are Costello, Thomassen,
and Rosema (2012) and Dalton (2017), who compare policy attitudes of candidates to the European
Parliament and European voters, and Evans and Hall (2019), who analyze whether the positions of
parties and voters change in the same direction over time.
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policy-motivated politicians. Finally, this study demonstrates the relevance of repre-
sentation gaps for the debates on political trust and populism.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 1.2 presents the estimation framework
of substantive representation. After that, Section 1.3 derives theoretical predictions.
Section 1.4 provides an overview of the data used in the empirical part of the pa-
per. Within this empirical part, Section 1.5 documents the pattern of substantive
representation in Europe, Section 1.6 examines potential causes of this pattern, and
Section 1.7 relates representation gaps to political trust and populism. Section 1.8
concludes the paper.

1.2 A Formal Framework for Estimating Representation Gaps

By substantive representation, I refer to the degree of congruence between the de-
cisions of parliamentarians and the policy attitudes of voters. By a representation
gap, I refer to a lack of substantive representation, a difference between the policy
decision from the policy decision preferred by voters.

Formally, consider a particular single policy dimension d. Different values on d
refer to different ordered policy alternatives. Voters and MPs have preferences over
policy alternatives. The set of voter preferences is denoted by XV , the set of MP pref-
erences is denoted by XMP, and mp is the index for MPs. MPs implement a policy.
When doing so, they need not support a policy that coincides with their preferences.
I abstract from the decision-making process of the parliament. There are two types
of MPs: MPs of type p(olicy motivated) only care about their own preferences on d.
MPs of type r(epresentation motivated) only care about representing voters. Let the
representation intention of the parliament (RI) be the share of MPs that are repre-
sentation motivated: RI = #r

#p+#r = 1− #p
#p+#r . I define a representation gap (RG) for

a given dimension d and metric m(·) as

RGd
m := m(policy alternatives supported by MPs) −m(XV).

Because standard probabilistic votingmodels make predictions about representation
gaps in terms of means, I assume that m is the ordinary mean with equal weights in
the main text, but results can be generalized to any metric. For simplicity, I assume
that MPs of type r support the policy decision preferred by the overall mean voter.
Then

RGd
mean = mean(policy alternatives supported by MPs) −mean(XV)

= mean(XV) ·
#r

#p + #r
+mean(XMP|mp ∈ p) ·

#p
#p + #r

−mean(XV)

= [mean(XMP|mp ∈ p) −mean(XV)] · (1 − RI)
:= ARG · (1 − RI). (1.1)
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Equation 1.1 proposes a way to measure representation gaps in terms of the be-
havior of MPs and preferred behavior by voters from data on attitudes of MPs and
voters. It states that representation gaps in means can be measured as the difference
between the mean attitude of voters and the mean attitude of policy-motivated MPs
(which I label attitude representation gap or ARG for short) multiplied by the repre-
sentation intention. This suggests that just comparing the attitudes of all MPs and
all voters might lead to biased estimates for representation gaps. Intuitively, attitude
differences don’t lead to representation gaps if all MPs are representation motivated.

The RG on an issue is zero if the means of voters’ and MP’s attitudes are identical.
It can be positive or negative, making it possible to identify which direction MPs
differ from voters. Because I want to compare voters to the MPs that actually sit
in parliament, RGs are measured without accounting for demographic differences
between voters and MPs. Moreover, in contrast to most political scientists, I do not
claim that differences in attitudes arise causally due to the election of politicians
(Kertzer, 2022).⁵⁶

Representation gaps might be relevant because they might lead to important
reactions by voters and citizens. For instance, voters might reconsider their voting
decision and enable new parties and social movements to rise. Moreover, represen-
tation gaps might also reduce voters’ trust in democracy, leading to protest voting
and vote abstention. Large representation gaps on topics that are important to many
voters might even lead to attacks on politicians or revolutions. These effects might
manifest even if representation gaps result from wise policymaking of politicians
who might be, for example, more informed than voters. Additionally, representa-
tion gaps might be the symptom of corruption where public resources are used for
the benefit of MPs to the detriment of the overall social welfare if they result from
differences between MPs and voters regarding values or deep preferences like risk
attitudes. Section 1.B discusses in more detail under what circumstances represen-
tation gaps might be a problem.

1.3 Theoretical Predictions of Standard Models

Economic theory on electoral competition and voting has largely been in the tradi-
tion of the spatial approach of Downs (1957). In this approach, different political
positions are related to each other by how similar they are. More similar policy po-
sitions are thought of as being closer to each other. Voters have ideal points in this
policy space, and political candidates announce to implement certain points if they

5. However, I do examine to what extent such differences are due to a direct effect of being
elected and how much of them can be accounted for by demographic differences between MPs and
voters to examine their origins Section 1.F.4 and Section 1.F.5 in the appendix.

6. Section 1.A discusses how this measure differs from other measures used in the political
science literature.
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get elected. Voters are typically assumed to base their vote solely on the distance be-
tween their ideal points and the points announced by the candidates and vote with
higher probability for candidates closer to them. Parties take ideal points of the elec-
torate as given and are usually assumed to strategically position themselves in the
policy space to maximize their chances of election (Persson and Tabellini, 2002).

In European countries more than two parties compete in a policy space that has
been found to be multidimensional by empirical studies (Bakker, Jolly, and Polk,
2012). Probabilistic voting models are the standard way to model electoral com-
petition in such situations (Hinich, Ledyard, and Ordeshook, 1972; Coughlin and
Nitzan, 1981). They often feature a (sometimes unique) convergent equilibrium. In
such a convergent equilibrium all parties position themselves at the electoral mean
on each policy dimension (Caplin and Nalebuff, 1991; Adams, 1999; Lin, Enelow,
and Dorussen, 1999; McKelvey and Patty, 2006; Schofield, 2007). This implies that
the mean positions of parliamentarians and voters are identical. Hence, RGs in terms
of means are predicted to be small. Convergence of all parties to the mean is suf-
ficient but not necessary for small RGs. Candidates could position themselves sym-
metrically around the electoral mean, which could result in low RGs in terms of
means. While representation gaps have not been examined directly as far as I know
in these models, simulation exercises suggest that if equilibria are not convergent,
candidates are indeed positioned symmetrically around the electoral mean (Adams,
1999; Schofield, 2007; Schofield and Zakharov, 2010).⁷ These results are robust to
the lifting of several assumptions, like strategic instead of sincere voting (McKelvey
and Patty, 2006), different candidate motivations (Adams, 1999), the distance mea-
sure voters use to compare their own positions to those of candidates (Lin, Enelow,
and Dorussen, 1999) and heterogeneity in perceived competence of the candidates
(Schofield, 2007). Moreover, Adams (1999) combines Monte Carlo simulations with
parameter estimates from empirical studies to argue that the conditions for a con-
vergent equilibrium are often fulfilled in the real world. These theoretical results
suggest that representation gaps regarding the mean should be nonexistent or at
least small and not systematic.

7. There are deterministic and probabilistic spatial voting models. Under deterministic voting,
the probability that a voter votes for any candidate is one if he is closest to the voter and zero oth-
erwise. Models of probabilistic voting add a random error term to the voting behavior, such that the
probability of voting for a candidate increases continuously as the distance decreases. Most models
of deterministic voting do not feature pure strategy Nash equilibria unless the distribution of ideal
voter points fulfills strong symmetry conditions (Plott, 1967; Eaton and Lipsey, 1975; McKelvey and
Wendell, 1976; Schofield, 1978; McKelvey, 1979; Cohen and Matthews, 1980; Schofield, 1983; McK-
elvey and Schofield, 1987; Caplin and Nalebuff, 1991; Banks, 1995; Saari, 1997). In particular, the
median voter theorem by Black (1948) and Downs (1957) does not hold. Probabilistic voting models
usually have equilibria. In addition, they are more realistic than deterministic voting because the latter
requires much political knowledge from voters.
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1.4 Data

The main analysis builds on a survey-based dataset that I generated by harmoniz-
ing comparable surveys among parliamentarians and citizens. Survey data on MPs
come from the European Candidate Study 2009 (Weßels, 2013) and wave one of the
Comparative Candidate Survey (CCS) (CCS, 2016). Both surveys were conducted in
a combined effort of local institutions with much experience in collecting MP data.
The European Candidate Study 2009 was fielded to nearly all candidates for the
2009 European Parliament, while the CCS was fielded to nearly all candidates to
national parliaments for all elections between 2005 and 2013 in the following Eu-
ropean countries: Austria, Belgium, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Portu-
gal, Romania, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. All responses were
elicited several months after the election and include information on whether the
candidate was elected, which enables me to identify elected members of parliament.
The European Candidate Study includes information on 6,558 candidates from 260
parties which implies a response rate of 20.5% overall, and information on 169 out
of the 736 elected MEPs that made up the 2009-2014 European Parliament which
is equal to a response rate of MEPs of 23%. The CCS data contains data on 14,392
candidates at a response rate of 40.81% and 1,905 elected national MPs.

Data on voter attitudes come from the European Voter Study 2009 (Egmond
et al., 2017) and the Swiss Electoral Studies 2007 (Selects, 2009). The European
Voter Study 2009 was conducted alongside the European Candidate Study 2009 and
designed to match it as closely as possible. The timing, structure, and wording of all
policy-attitude questions are identical. The Voter Study was fielded to a represen-
tative probability sample of roughly 1,000 citizens in each 27 EU country in 2009.
I add data on a representative sample of 4,392 Swiss voters from the Swiss Elec-
toral Studies 2007 because the European Voter Study 2009 does not contain data
on Swiss voters.

The combined dataset includes policy attitudes and demographic data about
2,074 elected European Parliamentarians and 31,461 citizens from 27 European
countries. Citizens are representative of the respective adult population and, as
shown in Section 1.C, sample parliamentarians are representative of the universe of
parliamentarians.

The European Candidate Study 2009 and the European Voter Study 2009 in-
clude 14 identical policy attitude items. Subjects were provided with a statement
like "Immigration to [Country] should be reduced significantly" and could then in-
dicate how much they agreed or disagreed with the statement or refuse to answer.
Out of the 14 attitude items, 10 were elicited on a 5-point Likert scale, one had three
answer opportunities, and one had 11 answer opportunities. Table 1.H.1 provides
wordings and more information for all questions.
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Voters and MEPs were asked about their opinions about immigration, assimila-
tion of immigrants, the importance of private enterprise, same-sex marriage, state
ownership, state intervention, abortion, punishment for criminals, redistribution,
teaching authority in schools, direct democracy, gender relations, EU unification,
and EU membership. All question wording and response categories were identical
for MEPs and voters. Of these 14 items, seven overlap precisely with items given
to national MPs. These include assimilation, same-sex marriage, abortion, state in-
tervention, redistribution, EU unification, and EU membership. The items on pun-
ishment for criminals that MEPs and voters saw differ slightly from the one that
national MPs responded to. Voters and MEPs were asked how much they agreed or
disagreed with the following statement:

People who break the law should be given much harsher sentences than they are these
days.

National MPs were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with a slightly differ-
ent assertion:

People who break the law should be given stiffer sentences.

Nonetheless, I compare the responses of national MPs and voters on that item be-
cause, as I show, the difference in formulation likely creates a bias that works against
my finding.

I also use the 2014 and 2019 Chapel Hill Expert Surveys (CHES) (Polk et al.,
2017; Jolly et al., 2022). The CHES contains estimates of established policy experts
of positions of various European parties on several policy issues, such as redistribu-
tion and immigration, many of which match policy issues from the survey dataset.
Section 1.C shows that measures for party positions based on the candidate survey
data are highly correlated with measures for party positions based on the CHES,
which suggests that candidate surveys provide valid data.

To estimate representation gaps from behavioral data, I make use of an original
referendum dataset. In principle, referendums are ideal for comparing the decisions
of voters, MPs, and parties because voters and MPs are confronted with the same
well-defined issue, which enables comparability. Take the people’s initiative "Against
the construction of Minarets" in Switzerland as an example. The initiative wanted
to ban the construction of minarets by constitutional article. 57.5% of Swiss citizens
who voted in 2009 on that initiative voted in favor of it. In contrast, over 72% of
members of the Swiss lower house voted against the initiative. Opposition was even
larger in the upper house, where 39 out of 42 delegates voted against it. Similarly,
the vote share of parties that officially positioned themselves against the initiative
amounted to over 64%, and the government too openly positioned itself against
it. The common interpretation of these results has been that the Swiss voters were
much more right-wing on issues related to assimilation and Islam than the political
elite.
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However, one should be cautious in drawing such inferences from a single refer-
endum. Comparing the political elite with the population requires a larger dataset
of voting behavior on referendums. Not every referendum is useful for estimating
RGs, however. First, the initiative behind the referendum needs to be on one nar-
rowly defined topic. For instance, initiatives that advocate for a complex package
of laws do not fulfill this criterion. If one found more opposition among the popu-
lation than among MPs, it would be hard to assess which law was responsible for
the disagreement. Second, to enable comparability with survey data, these topics
should match the topics of the survey data. Third, it must be clear whether a yes or
a no vote indicates a right-wing or left-wing position. To the best of my knowledge,
no available dataset on referendums fulfills these conditions. Hence, I created it by
building on the database Swissvotes (Swissvotes, 2021). Swissvotes is the primary
data source for referendums in Switzerland. It contains information on all referen-
dums in Switzerland since 1884. Among this information are the numbers of yes and
no votes of voters and MPs. It also contains the share of votes jointly received in the
last national election for the parties that officially declared themselves in favor of
the initiative and the same for its opponents and the government’s official position.

To generate the referendum dataset, I read up on all referendums contained in
Swissvotes and classified each referendum into topic categories used in the EES to
enable comparability. Referendums that cannot be classified in that way are labeled
as belonging to the category "other." Some initiatives might be classified into several
topics. Therefore, I recorded up to three topics for each initiative. This procedure
resulted in 126 classified referendums over 130 years. I also coded the political
direction of a referendum. This variable refers to whether the referendum would
shift policy-making to the political left or the political right on that particular issue.
For instance, I coded the Minaret Referendum as mainly belonging to the "assimila-
tion" topic, matching a category from the survey data, and as a right-wing initiative.
Classifying referendums as right-wing or left-wing is simple in most cases. However,
I also included a variable that captures how clear the classification was. Finally, I
coded whether the referendum was initiated by the parliament, "ordinary" citizens,
or whether it resulted from an interaction of the two groups. A discussion on de-
scriptive statistics of the referendum dataset can be found in Section 1.D.1 in the
appendix.

1.5 Documenting Representation

1.5.1 Documenting the Representation Intention of MPs

The survey data contains items in which MEPs and MPs were directly asked what
they would do if their policy attitudes differed from that of their voters. MEPs were
asked the following question:
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How should, in your opinion, a member of European Parliament vote if his/her own
opinion does not correspond with the opinion of her/his voters?

Possible answers included "Should vote according to her/his party’s opinion" and
"Should vote according to her/his voters’ opinion." National MPs were asked:

An MP in a conflict between own opinion and the constituency voters should follow:

Possible answers included "own opinion" and "voter opinion." All answers were
anonymous. Both items contrast the candidate with those who voted for him. Parlia-
mentarians are likely particularly inclined to represent their own voters compared
to all voters or all citizens. Hence, one might expect that parliamentarians would
be less likely to signal a high representation intention if these questions had been
asked in terms of voters or citizens in general. Similarly, one might fear that social
desirability bias biases the estimate for the representation intention upward.

Despite that, of the 72% of MEPs who answered the question, about 84% stated
that the MEP should follow their own opinion. Similarly, of the approximately 77%
of national MPs that responded, about 69% stated that the national MP should follow
their own opinion rather than the opinion of their voters. Hence, neither MEPs nor
MPs seem to have a high representation intention. This suggests that differences in
attitudes translate into actual policymaking.

Is there important heterogeneity among MPs regarding their representation in-
tention? Figure 1.G.1 in the appendix depicts the average representation intention
of various demographic subgroups of national MPs. Male, less educated and younger
MPs have higher representation intention. However, even in these subgroups majori-
ties state that an MP should follow his own opinion rather than the opinion of his
voters. There is more variation between countries. The lowest average representa-
tion intention exist in Germany, the Netherlands, Island, the UK, and Switzerland.
The highest are observed in Hungary, Romania, Austria, and Italy. Hungary and Ro-
mania are striking outliers as they are the only countries in which only a majority
states that an MP should follow the opinion of his voters. In sum, this evidence
suggests that the low average representation intention is not driven by specific de-
mographic groups but a majority position in most demographic groups and in most
countries.

1.5.2 Documenting Attitudes Differences between Voters and MPs

1.5.2.1 Comparing Attitudes of Voters and MEPs by Policy Issue

To make the magnitude of attitude differences easy to interpret I divide all policy at-
titude variables by the standard deviation of citizens of that variable. I then estimate
regressions of the following form by OLS:

std(a)i,s = α + β · 1[MEP]i,s + ϵi,s. (1.2)
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std(a)i,s is the standardized attitude of subject s on issue i and 1[MEP]i,s equals one if
s is an elected MEP and zero if s is not an MEP and voted in the European Parliament
election. Regressions are weighted to adjust for differences in population sizes. As
a result, I compare representative samples from the voters for the 2009 European
Parliament election with a representative sample of MEPs. I am interested in β as a
descriptive measure for differences in policy attitudes between the mean MEP and
the mean European Parliament election voter.
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Figure 1.1. Attitude Differences between Voters and MEPs by Issue
Note: The vertical axis shows different policy issues or policy dimensions. The horizontal axis shows OLS
estimates for β’s from Equation 1.2. Regressions compare MEPs with a representative sample of those who
voted in the European Parliament election. All variables were scaled to have a standard deviation (in terms
of citizen attitudes) of one. Higher values indicate that MEPs are more right-wing on an issue than voters.
95% confidence intervals are based on standard errors clustered at the country level.

Figure 1.1 shows β ’s and 95% confidence intervals based on standard errors
clustered at the country level for all 14 policy issues and indexes for three policy
dimensions, to be discussed below. Higher values indicate that the mean MEP is
more right-wing on an issue compared to the mean voter. For instance, a preference
for a restrictive immigration policy is intuitively right-wing, while a wish for more
redistribution is intuitively left-wing. Many economists and political scientists argue
that the policy space in Europe consists of at least two dimensions: one cultural
(sometimes also labeled social or GAL-TAN) and one economic dimension (Bakker,
Jolly, and Polk, 2012; Norris and Inglehart, 2019). Recent studies have argued that
topics related to EU integration should be considered a third separate dimension
(Bakker, Jolly, and Polk, 2012). I follow the literature and categorize all issues into
three categories Economy, Culture, and EU, as indicated by colors in Figure 1.1. I
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also calculate the attitude of each subject on a dimension as themean of this subject’s
positions on all topics belonging to this dimension with equal weights.

Regarding cultural issues, MEPs do not differ significantly from voters on abor-
tion and same-sex marriage. On all other cultural issues, MEPs are significantly more
left-wing than voters. Differences amount to 40% to 80% of a standard deviation of
citizen attitudes. They are largest for punishment for criminals, direct democracy
(voters are more in favor of it), immigration and gender relations. On the cultural
dimension index, the mean MEP is about two-thirds of a standard deviation more
left-wing in the cultural dimension than the mean voter. Similarly, the mean MEP is
about 42% of a standard deviation more in favor of EU integration than the mean
voter. Differences for economic variables are less systematic. Voters are significantly
more opposed to state intervention but more in favor of redistribution and state own-
ership than MEPs while attitudes do not differ significantly regarding the role that
private enterprise should play in the economy. On the economic index, the mean
MEP is estimated to be about 0.2 standard deviations more right-wing than the
mean voter, but the difference is not significant (p≈0.16). Hence, it is important to
distinguish between economic topics and other topics when examining representa-
tion.

I compare voters to MEPs in this section to make use of all attitude items I have
data on. Differences in attitudes are robust to many alternative specifications. First,
Figure 1.G.2 in the appendix compares national MPs to voters. Results are qualita-
tively very similar but quantitatively larger. For instance, national MPs are over 75%
of a standard deviation of citizen attitudes more left-wing in the cultural dimen-
sion than their national voters. Similarly, Figure 1.G.4 in the appendix shows the
mean positions of national MPs together with those of MEPs, voters, and citizens.
MEPs and national MPs tend to have similar attitudes but MPs are a bit further away
from voters and citizens on most issues. Moreover, attitudes of MPs and MEPs differ
more from those of citizens than from those of voters. Finally, Section 1.F.1 in the
appendix shows that MEPs and voters consider the same topics important and find
cultural and economic topics similarly important while they find topics related to
the EU much less important. If anything, differences in attitudes are larger on topics
that are considered to be more important by MEPs or voters.

1.5.2.2 Cross Party Heterogeneity in Policy Attitudes

Figure 1.2 visualizes the European policy space by policy dimension. I normalize
the space such that the most right-wing attitudes equal one and the most left-wing
attitudes equal zero. I depict the mean attitudes of voters and MEPs of the main
European party groups surrounded by 95% confidence intervals. Again, I compare
representative samples of voters for the 2009 EP election with a representative sam-
ple of members of the European Parliament.
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Party groups line up as expected in the economic dimension. The European
Parliament is polarized with liberals and christian democrats/conservatives on
the right and social democrats on the left. The mean voter’s position in the eco-
nomic dimension lies between the mean positions of the major right-wing and
left-wing party groups. Weighted t-tests and median tests confirm that christian
democrats/conservatives and liberals are significantly more right-wing than the av-
erage voter, while social democrats are significantly more left-wing. Hence, the av-
erage voter has established options to his left and right. Consequently, coalitions be-
tween economically right-wing and left-wing parties are likely to feature economic
policy attitudes close to the mean voter. Indeed, the mean attitudes of MEPs and
voters are similar, and their difference is only marginally significant according to a
t-test despite the large sample size (p≈0.07). However, Mood’s median test finds a
significant difference (p≈0.003).

Figure 1.2. Mean Attitudes of Voters and MEPs by Policy Dimension
Note: The vertical axis shows different policy dimensions. The horizontal axis shows the positions of vot-
ers and parliamentarians. All variables were scaled to range from zero to one and such that higher values
indicate a position that is more right-wing. Dots indicate the mean-attitudes of voters, christian democrat-
s/conservatives, social democrats, liberals and greens respectively. Data is pooled across Europe.

The pattern looks qualitatively different for the other two dimensions, even
though party groups again line up as expected. On cultural issues, christian
democrats/conservatives are most right-wing, social democrats are most left-wing,
and liberals are in between. However, voters hold attitudes to the right of all ma-
jor party families. Weighted t-tests and median tests confirm that social democrats
and liberals are more left-wing than voters. For instance, social democratic parties
are more than 25 percentage points to the left on cultural issues than voters, which
amounts to more than one-quarter of the range of the cultural index. Mood’s me-
dian test finds that the median position of christian democrats/conservatives is sig-
nificantly more left-wing than the median position of voters, while a weighted t-test
just fails to find a significant difference (p≈0.1003). MEPs as a whole are more than
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12 percentage points of the range of the outcome variable more left-wing than voters,
and differences are highly significant according to mean and median tests. Another
way to interpret this result is that the mean voter differs more from the mean MEP
than the mean liberal MEP differs from the mean conservative MEP or by about as
much as the mean liberal MEP differs from the mean social democratic MEP. In the
EU dimension, the mean attitudes of all party groups are close to one another, while
voters are about 10 percentage points of the range of the outcome variable more op-
posed to EU integration. The mean voter differs much more strongly from the mean
MEP than the mean MEPs of either party group differ from one another. Weighted
t-tests and median tests confirm that means and medians of all party groups and
MEPs as a whole are significantly more pro-EU than those of voters.

Hence, when focusing on the EU dimension and to a lesser degree in the cul-
tural dimension no established party group represents the attitudes of the mean
voter well, and all party groups are biased relative to him in the same direction.
This implies that average attitudes of coalitions between established parties differ
from the attitude of the mean voter too. Thus, voters cannot achieve high attitude
congruence with parliamentarians on the culture and EU dimension by voting for
the main established party families. To do so, they have to increase the vote shares
of parties positioned far to the right of established parties. Figure 1.G.5 in the ap-
pendix shows that MEPs of the major European party groups are not only to the left
of the mean voter regarding the cultural and EU dimension in general but also on
most cultural and EU-related issues individually.

1.5.2.3 Distributions of Policy Attitudes

Figure 1.3 depicts the two-dimensional culture-economy policy space. Both dimen-
sions range from zero to one and higher values indicate attitudes that are more
right-wing. I focus on the economy and culture dimension because Section 1.F.1 in
the appendix shows that voters and MEPs consider them much more important than
the EU dimension. Figure 1.3 depicts 2D densities of voter and MEP preferences in
the policy space. Figure 1.G.3 in the appendix shows the same distribution of voter
attitudes in the same policy space together with MEP attitudes distinguished by
party family.

The distribution of voters is unimodal and quite symmetric. In particular, there
is no strong correlation between the economic and cultural dimensions. This simple
structure makes it easy for parties to determine the vote-maximizing policy positions
in the center of the voter distribution and makes a convergent equilibrium more
likely in standard models (Plott, 1967; McKelvey and Wendell, 1976; McKelvey,
1979; McKelvey and Schofield, 1987; Schofield, 2007). Moreover, most voters are
not extremists but have center-right cultural attitudes.

The distribution of MEP attitudes has a more complex form. It has two modes.
The first is in the lower-left corner where many social democrats and green MPs
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Figure 1.3. Distribution of Voters and MEPs in the Culture-Economy Policy Space
Note: The level of transparency indicates the density. The density is higher in less transparent areas. For both
policy dimensions higher values indicate a stance that is more right-wing. Data is pooled across Europe.

are located as Section 1.F.1 reveals. The second is closer to the middle of the graph
but still below the center of the voter-attitude distribution. Section 1.F.1 shows that
many christian democrats and conservatives are located there. Figure 1.3 reveals a
strong positive correlation between attitudes in the cultural and economic dimen-
sions. Variation in attitudes is higher amongMEPs than among voters. This is particu-
larly pronounced regarding the economic dimension. The MEP-attitude distribution
does not only have a different shape than the voter-attitude distribution; it is also
shifted. Most MEPs, even those in the "upper" right part of the MEP attitude distri-
bution, are below the center of the voter-attitude distribution. As a result, few MEPs
have policy attitudes close to the electoral center. Most are more culturally left-wing.
Voters with conservative cultural and left-wing economic attitudes are particularly
badly represented. Hence, differences in mean attitudes are not driven by voters
or MEPs with extreme policy attitudes. Rather, most MEPs are culturally more left-
leaning than most voters.



1.5 Documenting Representation | 23

1.5.3 Estimates of Representation Gaps

1.5.3.1 Representation Gaps by Country

Figure 1.4 combines information on representation intention and attitudes differ-
ences between MPs and voters through the estimation framework of representa-
tion gaps (Equation 1.1) to estimate representation gaps in means for 27 European
countries and the European Union taken as a whole. Regions are displayed on the
horizontal axis. The heights of the bars indicate the magnitude of the representa-
tion gaps, which are measured in standard deviations of citizen attitudes. Positive
values indicate that parliamentarians of the respective country tend to be more right-
wing/conservative/anti-EU regarding the dimension than voters, while a negative
representation gap shows the opposite result. A value of zero indicates that there is
no representation gap. I pool national MPs andMEPs to increase the sample size and
because MEPs and national MPs have very similar policy attitudes, as shown in Fig-
ure 1.G.4 in the appendix. In the case of the EU as a whole, I exclude national MPs.
There, I also weigh to adjust for population sizes in order to compare representative
samples of MEPs with a representative sample of voters from the EU.
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Figure 1.4. Representation Gaps by Country and Policy Dimension
Note: Bars show representation gaps by country and dimension between voters and parliamentarians (MPs
and MEPs) from the same country. The larger the value, the more right-wing parliamentarians are compared
to voters from their country. Slovenia, the economic and cultural dimension in Hungary, and the economic
dimension in Austria are missing due to missing data.

Cultural representation gaps are negative in all regions except Poland and Aus-
tria, indicating that policymaking is more left-wing than voters prefer in nearly
all European countries and the EU as a whole. Magnitudes are substantial. Policy-
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making is more than one standard deviation of citizen attitudes more left-wing than
the mean voter in several countries. The largest cultural representation gaps emerge
in Estonia, Lithuania, Denmark, Sweden, Slovakia, Portugal and Poland. They are
smallest in Switzerland, Greece, France, the Netherlands and Austria. The patter is
similar regarding the EU dimension although representation gaps tend to be smaller.
Voters are slightly more in favor of European integration than the policymaking in
only two countries, Latvia and Sweden. Policymaking by the European Parliament
is about half a standard deviation more left-wing regarding cultural and EU-related
topics than those who voted in the 2009 European Parliament election.

Representation gaps in the economic dimension follow a different pattern. They
are negative in 16 countries, positive in nine countries, and virtually zero regarding
the EU. Moreover, economic representation gaps are smaller but still sizeable than
cultural ones in absolute value for most countries. They are the smallest in the EU,
Belgium, France, Bulgaria, and Cyprus. In many other countries, they are large. In
some countries, voters are much more market-oriented than parliamentarians, like
in Poland and Slovakia, but also in Malta. The opposite is true in, for instance, Den-
mark, Lithuania, and the Czech Republic. Consistent with the finding that most par-
liamentarians are policy-motivated, Figure 1.G.6 in the appendix shows that attitude
differences between voters and parliamentarians look very similar to representation
gaps in all countries.

1.5.3.2 Unequal Representation of Demographic Groups

The European Parliament, like most parliaments, numerically over-represent those
with a high living standard, men, natives, the old, and the educated. Are the these
groups also better represented substantively by the European Parliament? Figure 1.5
helps to answer this question. It depicts representation gaps and 95% confidence
intervals by demographic group and policy dimension. Data is pooled for all EU
member states from 2009 and weighted to account for cross-country differences in
population size. The vertical axis displays various groups of voters. The three panels
refer to representation gaps on the three political dimensions. Higher absolute val-
ues indicate a larger representation gap in means between the voter group and the
European Parliament. Positive values indicate that the mean attitude of the voter
group is more left-wing on the dimension than policymaking of the European Parlia-
ment and negative values have an analogous interpretation. I distinguish between
subgroups regarding the self-assessed standard of living, sex, whether the voter lives
in an urban or rural area, whether the voter has an immigration background, reli-
gious denomination, the degree of religiosity, above versus below the median age,
and education.

Figure 1.5 reveals little heterogeneity between various demographic subgroups
regarding the economic dimension. Men and women, those living in rural or ur-
ban areas, immigrants and natives, and the educated and uneducated are all sim-
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Figure 1.5. Representation Gaps by Voter Group
Note: The horizontal axis shows representation gaps in means between demographic subgroups of those
who voted in the 2009 European Parliament elections and members of the European Parliament. The ver-
tical axis displays the demographic subgroups. Data is pooled for all 27 EU member states from 2009 and
weighted to account for cross-country differences in population size. I also depict 95% confidence intervals.

ilarly well represented substantively by the policymaking of the European Parlia-
ment. However, the rich are much better represented substantively than the poor,
Christians are better represented than those without a denomination or Muslims,
and the old are better represented than the young. In general, the numerically over-
represented groups, the rich, men, natives, the old, and the educated, are also sub-
stantively better represented in four out of five cases. The only exception is the
uneducated, who are better represented substantively than the educated.

In the EU dimension, the rich, men, and the educated have lower RG than the
poor, women, and the uneducated, respectively. However, the largest differences
between subgroups arise regarding education, not income. Moreover, there is no
notable difference in representation gaps between immigrants and natives, and the
young have lower representation gaps than the old. Hence, the numerically over-
represented group is better represented substantively in three out of five cases. On
the cultural dimension, the rich have a somewhat lower RG than the poor, and the
educated have a much lower representation gap than the uneducated, but represen-
tation gaps formen andwomen are very similar. Immigrants have a lower representa-
tion gap than natives, and the young have a much lower RG than the old. Hence, the
numerically over-represented have lower representation gaps in only two out of five



26 | 1 Political Representation Gaps in Europe

cases, while the opposite is true in two cases. Taken together, these findings show
that numerical over-representation does not necessarily lead to substantive over-
representation. In particular, the relationship depends on the policy dimension and
the demographic variable. While numerical and substantive representation seems to
be positively related in the economic dimension, this is less the case in the cultural
dimension.

Figure 1.5 also helps to examine the origins of representation gaps. On the
one hand, representation gaps could result from competition between large social
groups. If power is unequally distributed between these groups, the more powerful
group could force the parliament to bias policymaking in its favor, away from the
mean voter. Such models would predict that representation gaps go in opposite di-
rections for demographic subgroups of some variable. For instance, the rich could
be more right-wing than the parliament, and the poor more left-wing. If the parlia-
ment is closer to the position of the rich, this could explain an overall representation
gap. In such a model, parliamentarians balance group interests in a biased way. On
the other hand, representation gaps could result from differences in attitudes be-
tween a small elite of parliamentarians and most people of the society, including
majorities in all demographic subgroups. In such a model, parliamentarians do not
balance group interests but hold attitudes that differ from all major groups in the
same direction. As can be seen in Figure 1.5, all subgroups are more left-wing in the
economic dimension than MEPs. At the same time, all groups are significantly more
right-wing in the cultural and EU dimension than MEPs. This is evidence against the
formerly mentioned "balancing" models and is consistent with the low representa-
tion intentions of parliamentarians.

1.5.4 Validating Survey-Based Estimates with Referendum Data

Estimates based on survey data might lead to biased results for several reasons
(Heckman, Jagelka, and Kautz, 2021). For instance, politicians might interpret ques-
tions differently than voters or have stronger incentives than citizens to give "polit-
ically correct" responses. Hence, it is essential to validate survey-based data with
behavioral data, which are less vulnerable to biases. When voting on referendums,
MPs and voters make decisions with real political consequences, mitigating poten-
tial biases. Consequently, this section calculates representation gaps between voters
and parliamentarians by comparing their voting behavior on referendums and uses
these estimates to examine where survey-based estimates are reliable.

To this end, I restrict the analysis to Switzerland because it is the only European
country with a sufficiently large number of referendums. Hence, I add a dataset
that includes information for 126 Swiss referendums on whether the referendum
initiative would push the country to the right or the left and the shares of voters and
national Swiss MPs who voted in favor of the initiative. I calculate the representation
gap for a referendum r as
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RGr =

(

share of "yes"-voting voters − share of "yes"-voting MPs, if r is left-wing
share of "yes"-voting MPs − share of "yes"-voting voters, if r is right-wing.

To calculate the representation gap for a policy issue i, I take the mean with
equal weights of all RGr belonging to issue i, matching the categories in the survey
data. To do so, I pool referendum data from a 20-year time window around the date
surveys were administered.

Referendum data only contains information on yes-no decisions. To make the
Likert-scale data from the surveys comparable to it, I use the share of those holding
a right-wing stance on an issue as a measure for the position of a group. For instance,
I calculate attitude differences regarding the punishment of criminals as the share
of Swiss voters who agree or strongly agree that punishment for criminals should
be more severe minus the share of Swiss MPs who agree or strongly agree with that
statement.

Figure 1.6 shows a scatter-plot of survey-based estimates of representation gaps
(R̂G) and estimates based on referendum voting (RG) by issue. The horizontal axis
shows the estimate for representation gaps on an issue based on survey data, while
the vertical axis shows the corresponding estimate as estimated from referendum
voting. The graph also displays a 45° line on which all data points would lie if the
two measures were exactly the same. The better this line describes the relationship
between the two measures, the more reliable the survey data. Reassuringly, the two
measures are positively associated, and the 45° line describes their relationship well.
This suggests that survey-based estimates are a reliable indicator of representation
gaps.

In Figure 1.6, I aggregate referendums from 1997 until 2017 because the num-
ber of topics for which I can calculate the representation gap decreases when smaller
time intervals are chosen. Figure 1.G.7 and Figure 1.G.8 in the appendix show that
the results change little if one chooses a 10-year or a 30-year time window around
2007. Moreover, Section 1.D.2 in the appendix shows estimates for Swiss representa-
tion gaps on all issues that could be identified from the referendum data, including
those that could not be matched to issues from the survey data. Consistent with my
other results, voters are consistently more right-wing on cultural and EU-related is-
sues than MPs, while the pattern is more mixed on economic issues. Section 1.D.4 in
the appendix shows that these results are similar if voters’ actual votes are compared
to the vote recommendations of parties.⁸

8. Appendix Section 1.D.3 shows how representation gaps varied over time by policy dimension.
During the last 90 years, MPs have been constantly more left-wing on cultural topics than voters, and
they have been more pro-EU than voters since the first referendums on EU-related topics in the 1990s.
On economic topics, MPs have been more state-oriented than voters until the 1980s. Since then, they
have been more market-oriented than voters.
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Figure 1.6. Estimates for Representation Gaps Based on Survey and Referendum Data (1997–
2017)
Note: The horizontal axis shows RGs calculated from 2007 Swiss survey data. The vertical axis depicts RGs
calculated from referendum votes of MPs and ordinary citizens. I take the unweighted means of RGs in all
referendums belonging to a topic between 1997 and 2017. The figure also shows a dashed 45° line and a
fitted line from a binary regression.

A potential problem of using referendum voting as a measure for representation
gaps is that the idea behind referendums is to let voters decide. Hence, MPs might
vote based on their personal policy attitudes in referendums but follow voters’ at-
titudes in other decisions. That would imply that the estimates provided by this
section are estimates for the attitude differences, not for the representation gaps be-
tween voters and MPs. Under this interpretation, the results should be interpreted
as a revealed preference approach to the policy attitudes of MPs. It mitigates biases
specific to surveys like lying or politically correct responses and, therefore, still il-
lustrates the robustness of representation gaps. However, it would not include the
representation intention.

A measure that mitigates this concern is initiation behavior. Referendums can be
initiated by different actors. In some cases, the government or the parliament can
call for a referendum. Examples include changes in the constitutions or accession
to supranational organizations in Switzerland, in which case a referendum is oblig-
atory. In other cases, referendums are initiated by ordinary citizens. For instance,
referendums have to be held when an initiative for a referendum has collected a
certain number of signatures. There are also mix-versions. For example, citizens
may call for a referendum after the parliament makes a decision with which they
disagree. Similarly, the parliament may offer counter-proposals to referendum ini-
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tiatives put forward by the people. If an actor initiates a referendum on an initiative
that would push policymaking to the right, this is evidence of a right-wing move of
this actor. Moreover, deciding on which initiatives to hold a referendum on is not
purely left to voters. Hence, MPs are more likely to incorporate the representation
intention when deciding whether to propose left-wing or right-wing initiatives.

Section 1.D.5 in the appendix shows that "ordinary" citizens and MPs initiate
different types of referendums. Citizens mostly initiate referendums that enable a
cultural shift to the right, like stricter immigration measures, while most proposals
put forward by MPs would push the country culturally to the left. This difference
is highly significant. In contrast, there is no significant difference in initiation be-
havior on economic issues. Hence, initiation differences are similar to attitude and
voting differences, suggesting that survey-based estimates for representation gaps
are reliable.

1.6 Potential Causes of Representation Gaps

In standard models, electoral competition forces candidates to adopt positions close
to the electoral center (Downs, 1957; Persson and Tabellini, 2002; Schofield, 2007).
Why doesn’t that happen? And why do voters vote in such a way that representation
gaps emerge?

There are many potential reasons why electoral competition does not force can-
didates to implement the policy attitudes of voters. Section 1.F shows that many
of these factors are unlikely to explain the existence of the representation gaps
documented by this paper. These factors include that voters or MPs find some pol-
icy dimensions unimportant (Section 1.F.1), the intention of parliamentarians to
protect minority groups from a "tyranny of the majority" (Section 1.F.2), lobbyism
(Section 1.F.3), a causal effect of being elected as a parliamentarian on policy at-
titudes (Section 1.F.4), and the intention of parliamentarians to represent citizens
at large or only those who are very interested in politics (Section 1.F.4). The main
text focuses on the explanation that seems most likely due to a plausible theoretical
argument and support from an empirical analysis.

1.6.1 A Model That Can Explain Representation Gaps

The stylized model presented in this section abstracts from many features of elec-
toral competition in Europe to focus on a particular mechanism. Consider as a refer-
ence point a model resembling Downs (1957). There is a continuum of voters. Each
voter i has a policy attitude ai. Policy attitudes are distributed on a single continuous
policy dimension according to CDF A(·). Two candidates, L, and R, announce policy
positions xL and xR before an election takes place. Each voter casts his vote either
for L or for R. The candidate who gets more votes is elected. If they get the same
number of votes, the election is decided by the toss of a fair coin. Finally, the elected
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candidate implements the policy he has announced before the election. This final
policy is denoted by x. The utility of voter i is given by wi(x)= −(ai − x)2. The utility
of the candidates equals one if they are elected and zero if they are not elected. This
implies that they are not policy-motivated, and hence their RI equals one. By the
median voter theorem (Black, 1948; Downs, 1957) this model has a unique equilib-
rium in dominant strategies in which both candidates set xL = xR = A−1(0.5); they
both announce the attitude of the median voter. Hence, the baseline model without
valence heterogeneity and a representation intention of one does not feature a rep-
resentation gap. Intuitively, if one candidate announces a policy position that does
not equal A−1(0.5), then the other candidate wins for sure by announcing A−1(0.5)
because the half of the electorate that is on the opposite side from A−1(0.5) as the
other candidate and the median voter will vote for the candidate at the median
position.

The evidence discussed in Section 1.5.1 suggests that candidates are primarily
motivated not by winning but by implementing their own policy attitudes.⁹ The
only thing that changes relative to the baseline model is the utility functions of the
candidates. Now uL = −(aL − x)2 where aL is the policy attitude of candidate L. The
utility for R is defined similarly. Assume aL < A−1(0.5)< aR. Again, there exists a
unique Nash Equilibrium in dominant strategies in which both candidates announce
the attitude of the median voter A−1(0.5).

To see why consider the case in which aL is closer to A−1(0.5) than aR is to
A−1(0.5). If both candidates announce their preferred policy attitude as their policy
positions, L wins, and x = aL is chosen as the final policy. But this strategy profile can-
not be an equilibrium because R can increase his utility by announcing a policy posi-
tion that is larger than A−1(0.5) and closer to A−1(0.5) than aL. But if R announces
such a policy position, L can increase his utility in the same manner by announc-
ing a position that is even closer to A−1(0.5). In this manner, both candidates can
be thought of as outbidding each other until they both announce A−1(0.5) as their
policy positions which is implemented with certainty.1⁰ Hence, policy-motivated can-
didates alone are not sufficient to generate a representation gap.

Lets modify the model in a third and final step by adding heterogeneity in
valence. Valence can loosely be translated as perceived competence of a political
actor. Such competence might matter for voting decisions above and beyond ideo-
logical distance (Stokes, 1992). Let the valence of candidate L be denoted by λL

and the valence of candidate R by λR < λL. I follow Schofield (2007) by capturing
valence directly in the utility function of the voters. Now the utility of a voter de-
pends not only on x but also on which candidate is elected. Formally, i’s utility if
L is elected is given by wi,L(x)= λL − (ai − x)2 and his utility if R is elected equals

9. Models in which candidates are solely policy-motivated, i.e., RI=0, have been introduced by
Wittman (1977) and Calvert (1985).

10. A formal proof can be found in Persson and Tabellini (2002).
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wi,R(x)= λR − (ai − x)2. The addition of heterogeneous valence changes the results
on representation qualitatively. Section 1.E proves that in any equilibrium of this
game the final policy is biased away from the median voter toward L’s bliss point.

Intuitively, the best that R can do to maximize his vote share is to choose the
position of the median voter. But because the policy space is continuous and λL > λR

there are aL ≤ xL < A−1(0.5) such that the median voter and all voters with ai <

A−1(0.5) vote for L who therefore wins the election. So L can ensure the final policy
is biased away from the median voter toward his bliss point independent of what
R does. Moreover, L has an incentive to do so because he is policy-motivated. This
simple model illustrates that heterogeneous valence and low RI are both needed to
lead to an RG. Low representation intention makes candidates willing to bias policy
positions away from the electoral center. Heterogeneous valence allows the higher
valence party to get elected despite competition from candidates who are closer to
the electoral center.

In the model, policy outcomes are always biased toward the bliss point of the
party that has the higher valence. Hence, the systematic representation gaps doc-
umented by the paper at hand can only be explained by systematic valence differ-
ences between parties. Viewed differently, the model predicts that left-wing parties
are seen as more competent than right-wing parties by voters on country-dimension
pairs where policy making is more left-wing than voters prefer and vice versa. Due
to the complex country-dimension structure of representation gaps shown in Fig-
ure 1.4, valence differences between left-wing and right-wing parties are predicted
to follow a very specific pattern. For instance, cultural left-wing parties are predicted
to have a valence advantage compared to cultural right-wing parties in most coun-
tries while economic left-wing parties are predicted to have a valence advantage
compared to economic right-wing parties in about half of the countries.

1.6.2 Testing the Valence Hypothesis

It is possible to test these prediction using the survey data. Voters were asked to name
the problem they considered most important for their country. Afterward, they were
asked which party in their country they considered "best at dealing" with that prob-
lem. I calculate the valence for each party based on this variable. Let 1[p is best]i,p
equal one if respondent i states that party p is best at dealing with the most impor-
tant issue and zero otherwise. Let Rc be the set of those in country c who responded
to the item. Let Pc be the set of parties in the country. I define the valence of party
p as

valencec
p =

∑

i∈Rc
1[p is best]i,p

∑

p∈Pc

∑

i∈Rc
1[p is best]i,p

.

In words, valencec
p is the share of people in the country of party p that believe party

p is most competent.
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Let c be a country and d a dimension ∈ {Culture, Economy, EU}. Let Pc be the set
of parties in country c. Let PLc,d be the set of parties in country c that are more left-
wing than the mean voter on dimension d. Similarly, Let PRc,d be the set of parties
in country c that are more right-wing than the mean voter on dimension d. I define
the valence advantage of right-wing parties in country c on dimension d as

VRc,d =

�

�

�

�

∑

p∈PRc,d

valencec
p,d

�

�

�

�

−
�

�

�

�

∑

p∈PLc,d

valencec
p,d

�

�

�

�

. (1.3)

Hence, I calculate the valence share in country c that all right-wing parties have
combined and subtract the shares of valence that all left-wing parties have com-
bined. VRc,d might take on different values for different dimensions, although there
is only one valence measure because parties might be culturally right-wing but eco-
nomically left-wing. The measure is distributed between -1 and 1, and higher values
indicate that right-wing parties are seen as more competent compared to left-wing
parties.

Figure 1.7 compares representation gaps with VRc,d by country and policy dimen-
sion. The horizontal axis shows country abbreviations. The vertical axis relates to
the valence measure and the Attitude representation gap. Consistent with the model,
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Figure 1.7. Comparing the Valence Measure with Representation Gaps
Note: The horizontal axis shows country abbreviations. The vertical axis shows two variables: the represen-
tation gap and VRc,d from Equation 1.3. Bars show values for the representation gap. Points show values
for VRc,d. Colors indicate the dimension for both measures in the same way. Slovenia, Hungary and the eco-
nomic dimension in Austria are missing due to missing data.

the valence measure is negative for the cultural dimension 23 out of 27 countries.
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Thus, parties that are culturally left-wing relative to voters combine more valence
than culturally right-wing parties. Similarly, all but three of the valence measures
relating to the EU dimension are negative. This means that in most countries, par-
ties who are in favor of EU integration are seen as more competent as a collective
than parties who are rather opposed to it. As predicted, the pattern is more even
regarding the economic dimension. The measure is positive in 17 and negative in
eight countries. Moreover, parties that are economically more right-wing than voters
tend to unite more valence than those on the left of voters.

To examine whether the valence advantages of right-wing parties correlate with
the RG between countries within a dimension, one can compare the points to the
bars in Figure 1.7. Points and bars seem to be positively correlated. This can be seen
most easily in the economic dimension, where points track bars closely. In particular,
when the valence measure is negative, the RG is also mostly negative, while the RG
is usually positive when the valence measure is positive. To assess this relationship
formally, I estimate the following equation by OLS:

RGc,d = α + β · VRc,d + θ · Xc,d + ϵc,d.

Xc,d is a vector of control variables. I divide all variables by their standard deviation
to make results easier to interpret. Standard errors are clustered on the country lev-
els. Table 1.H.2 shows the results. The highly significant estimate for β in column
(1) shows that an increase in the valence advantage of the political right by one
standard deviation is associated with policymaking that is about 0.61 standard de-
viations more to the right of the mean voter. The R2 from this binary regression is
about 0.38, which shows that valence alone can account for much of the variation
in representation gaps. The association is robust to the inclusion of several control
variables which might influence representation gaps, like a democracy index and a
measure for corruption of which data is taken from the World Bank. Moreover, most
other variables are not significant and the coefficient on valence is the largest of all
coefficients in all specifications. In column (5), I additionally include indicators for
the political dimension. This means that β is estimated using only variation within
each of the political dimensions. As a result, β changes little and stays highly sig-
nificant. Overall, these results are consistent with the hypothesis that differences in
valence are an important driver of representation gaps.

A key concern with the valence measure is that valence cannot be completely
disentangled from proximity in policy space. Subjects might believe that a party is
competent because it expresses views that are similar to those of the subject. This
would imply that the valence measure mixes the perceived valence of a party and
proximity in policy space between voter and party. While I cannot rule out that my
measure does mix up these two factors, this bias strengthens my conclusions instead
of invalidating them. Assume that valence and position in policy space are identical
measures. Given that voters find left-wing parties more competent than right-wing
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parties, their attitudes should align with those of left-wing parties. In contrast, I find
that most voters find left-wing parties more competent but are at the same time
more right-wing than parliaments. Hence, a positive correlation between valence
and proximity in policy space cannot explain the pattern described in Table 1.H.2
and would lead to a downward bias of β .

1.7 Potential Consequences of Representation Gaps

1.7.1 Political Trust

Representation gaps might make citizens believe that the parliament does not con-
sider their concerns which could in turn lead to reduced trust in democratic institu-
tions. The previous analysis has also shown that in the cultural and EU dimensions,
all established party families are more left-wing than the average voter. Citizens who
are more conservative than established parties on these dimensions might struggle
to find a party they can vote for because non-established parties tend to have low
valence. Such citizens might therefore abstain from voting. Because there exist es-
tablished parties to the right and the left of voters on the economic dimension, a
representation gap there is less likely to cause vote abstention.

To test these predictions, I compare the extent to which citizens, whose attitudes
are differently well represented, trust political institutions, are satisfied with them,
and are willing to vote. Let

|∆i,d| = |attitude indexi,d − EP attitude indexd|,

where EP attitude indexd is the mean value for the index on policy dimension d of
MEPs. |∆i,d| measures the absolute distance between voter i on policy dimension d
from the mean MEP. Higher values indicate that i’s policy attitudes differ more from
the attitudes of the mean MEP. I regress several outcome variables of interest yi on
this variable using OLS:

yi = α + βd · |∆i,d| + θ · Xi + ϵi. (1.4)

Xi includes the following control variables: age, gender, degree of religiosity, mari-
tal status, city size, living standard, social class, occupation, education, immigration
background, and religious denomination. To simplify the interpretation, I standard-
ize all dependent variables except the voting indicator and divide all |∆d| by the
standard deviation of citizen attitudes regarding the corresponding dimension in-
dex. Consequently, βd, which measures by how many standard deviations yi differs
between a citizen and another citizen with similar demographics but policy attitudes
that are a standard deviation of attitudes further away from those of the mean MEP.
Standard errors are clustered at the country level.
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In principle, I am interested in the causal effect of |∆i,d| on yi. However, Equa-
tion 1.4 estimates a correlation. Including Xi can help mitigate omitted variable bias
but cannot account for reversed causality. Reversed causality is likely to be most
strongly pronounced in the EU dimension. Citizens might be more opposed to EU
integration than the EP because they believe that the EP doesn’t represent citizens
rather than the other way around. Reversed causality is likely to bias estimates for
βd upward, while measurement error likely leads to a bias in the opposite direction.
Hence, the causal effect might be larger or smaller than βd.

Figure 1.8 shows the βd coefficients and 95% confidence intervals by democracy
attitude variable y and policy dimension d. Results are consistent with the expecta-
tions. Most coefficients are positive and statistically significant. Voters with an addi-
tional bias from the mean MEP on EU-related issues of one standard deviation are
about 0.41 standard deviations more likely to believe that the European Parliament
does not consider the concern of the citizens. Associations are the largest in the EU
dimension and weakest in the economic dimension.

Vote Abstention
in EP election

Decisions by the EU are
 in the interest of [country]

Dissatisfied with how
democracy works in the EU

Don't trust EU institutions
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Figure 1.8. Association between Representation and Political Trust
Note: This figure shows a coefficient plot. It depicts estimates for β

d
from different versions of regression

Equation 1.4. The vertical axis shows different dependent variables. Colors indicate the policy dimension
d on which the difference between voters and the mean MEP is calculated. the horizontal axis shows the
magnitude of coefficients. All regressions condition on a large set of demographic characteristics. Data is
pooled for all EU countries. Standard errors are clustered at the country level.

The strongest associations emerge regarding whether the European Parliament
considers the opinions of its citizens. Those with different policy attitudes than the
mean MEP are much more likely to think that it doesn’t consider the concerns of
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its citizens. Moreover, citizens with different attitudes than the mean MEP are less
likely to trust EU institutions, more likely to be dissatisfied with how democracy
works in the EU, and to believe that decisions made by the EU are not in the interest
of their country.

The association with voting in the 2009 European Parliament election is quanti-
tatively smaller because it is measured on a different scale. The dependent variable
is an indicator of whether the citizen voted or not. Citizens with the same opin-
ion as the mean MEP regarding the EU dimension were 15 percentage points more
likely to vote than citizens with completely different attitudes toward the EU than
the mean MEP. The association regarding the cultural dimension is also estimated
to be positive but weaker and insignificant. The association regarding the economic
dimension is insignificant and estimated to be negative.11

Figure 1.G.11 in the appendix shows that similar results obtain at the national
level. Citizens who have more distant policy attitudes from their national MPs are
more likely to believe that the national parliament does not consider the concerns
of its citizens, are dissatisfied with how democracy works in their country, tend
to disapprove of the country’s government, and are less likely to vote at national
elections. Overall this evidence is consistent with the idea that representation gaps
decrease trust in democracy and the EU as a whole and that the lack of established
parties that are right-wing on cultural and EU-related topics reduces voting.

1.7.2 Populism as a Reaction to Representation Gaps

The inclusion of valence and politically motivated candidates in the Downs (1957)
framework explains why neither existing parties nor voters deviate from an equilib-
rium that has representation gaps. But why do new parties not fill the representation
gaps and consequently rise? Indeed, in recent decades, a new group of challenger
parties, the populists, have achieved remarkable electoral success. Could the rise of
populism be a consequence of representation gaps?

1.7.2.1 Defining Populism

The rise of populism refers to the increase in the vote share and power of populist
parties. However, whether a party is populist is often hard to define because "pop-
ulist" is usually not used by parties to describe themselves but rather ascribed to
them by observers. Nonetheless, a consensus on the key properties of populists has
emerged. Populism is a thin ideology. It should be distinguished from fully fleshed
out ideologies like liberalism or conservatism, which include a consistent worldview
and derive policy objectives from it. Rather, the most important feature of populists

11. Bakker, Jolly, and Polk (2020) find, using a different methodology, whether ideological in-
congruence between parties and voters is associated with lower political trust and increased vote-
shares for anti-establishment parties.
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is to draw a clear distinction between the "corrupt elite" and the "pure and homo-
geneous people". This distinction is linked to a narrative that populists base their
legitimacy on and that I will label the populist narrative (Mudde and Kaltwasser,
2017; Guriev and Papaioannou, 2022).

According to the populist narrative the people and the elite are caught in a
struggle. The elite governs in a way that is not congruent with the policy preferences
of the people. Seeing this, populists enter politics to replace the elite and better
represent the policy preferences of the people (Mudde and Kaltwasser, 2017; Guriev
and Papaioannou, 2022).

Neither the distinction between the people and the elite nor the populist nar-
rative make any claims on political orientation. Hence, populism is consistent with
right-wing or left-wing policy stances. Because most scholars agree that the elite-
people distinction and anti-elite sentiment are the most basic feature of populism,
most past attempts to define populism have been based on it (Guriev and Pa-
paioannou, 2022). I follow this literature. Data for classification is taken from the
CHES. In one CHES item, political experts are asked to assess the salience of anti-
establishment and anti-elite rhetoric on a scale from 0 = "Not important at all" to 10
= "Extremely important." This item was included in the 2014 and the 2019 CHES,
which is roughly the time period I focus on and makes it possible to examine tem-
poral stability.

I label all parties as populists who score more than one standard deviation above
the mean on this item. This procedure results in a set of 50 parties which are classi-
fied as populist in 2014. While one could use other thresholds, this approach results
in a set of populist parties that is large and plausible. Populist parties are listed in
Table 1.H.11. Parties that are typically described as populist, like the National Rally
in France, Lega Nord in Italy, or SYRIZA in Greece, are all found to be populist using
this approach. The most notable exceptions are the PiS party in Poland and the SVP
in Switzerland, which are not classified as populist. The dataset also includes many
minor parties to which researchers have paid less attention. Many of them already
have the key property of populism in their official party name, like the "ANO 2011,
Action of Dissatisfied Citizens" in the Czech Republic or the "Ordinary People and
Independent Personalities" in Slovakia.

The correlation of the anti-elite salience item in 2014 with the anti-elite salience
item in 2019 is about 0.84, which shows that the populism measure is robust over
time. An alternative item for identifying populists is the "people vs. elite" item, which
measures whether "the people" or elected representatives should have the final say
on the most important issues. However, it was only included in the 2019 CHES.
Reassuringly, the correlation between the two measures is about 0.78.
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1.7.2.2 Testing the Populist Narrative

The populist narrative is simplistic and, taken literally, wrong. The "people" and the
"elite" are not well defined, and no group is completely homogeneous. However, to
take the narrative literally misses the point that it does not claim to be scientific.
Rather it is used by politicians to get attention and votes. Therefore, one should
expect the populist narrative to be an exaggeration. Let’s interpret it more leniently.
"Elite" and "the people" are vague terms. Populists usually refer to politicians when
talking about the elite, and most populist movements are political. Hence, it makes
sense to use national and EU parliament members as a substitute for the elite. "The
people" likely refers to citizens of the country who do not belong to the elite. Some-
times it seems like populists exclude ethnic minorities from the people. However,
this would not alter the considerations presented below, as ethnic minorities are
small in most European countries.

The populist narrative makes three main claims. First, if parliamentarians and
citizens are caught in a struggle for the country’s political direction, a representation
gap must exist. I will label this the "representation gap claim." Second, it makes a
"homogeneity claim" when it argues that parliamentarians and citizens are homo-
geneous groups. The most important implication of the homogeneity claim and the
representation gap claim is that all parliamentarians have attitudes that differ from
those of citizens in the same direction. Hence, closing representation gaps requires
a rise of a counter-elite representing citizens. Finally, populists make a "representa-
tion claim" when they argue to be this counter-elite. Hence, representation gaps are
central to the populist narrative and to their justification for entering politics. In par-
ticular, populists argue themselves to be a reaction to representation gaps (Mudde
and Kaltwasser, 2017).

This paper shows that the representation gap claim is true. Large representation
gaps indeed exist in Europe. The homogeneity claim is wrong, taken literally, but
it contains a kernel of truth. There is important within-group heterogeneity in the
parties’ positions and voters, and there are parliamentarians who are more right-
wing than the mean voter in most parliaments. Moreover, there are parties to the
right and the left in the economic dimension in most European Parliaments. Hence,
the homogeneity claim is an exaggeration. However, it is true that in most Euro-
pean countries, all large established parties are more left-wing than most voters in
the same direction in the cultural and the EU dimension, and many populists fo-
cus on cultural topics like immigration, policy toward minorities, or punishment of
criminals. Moreover, while differences between party positions exist, they are often
small compared to the difference between the mean citizen and the mean parlia-
mentarian. This is particularly strongly pronounced in the EU dimension. Hence,
the homogeneity claim could be seen as a simplification that allows one to zoom in
on a central feature of the political situation in Europe.
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Populists have identified a large gap in the policy space. Filling this gap is a
reasonable and plausible motive for a politician, independent of his long-term goals.
Some people might have a taste for representing the citizens’ attitudes at large and
aim to fill policy space for idealistic reasons. Similarly, citizens who do not feel rep-
resented might become politicians to represent their own attitudes and like-minded
people (Bó et al., 2023). On the other hand, an opportunistic politician who wants
to acquire power might fill empty policy space to maximize his vote share. But do
populists indeed fill representation gaps?

1.7.2.3 Testing the Representation Claim of the Populist Narrative

If populists react to representation gaps, they should be relatively likely to believe
in low substantive representation. To test this, I compare the responses of national
MPs belonging to populist and non-populist parties to the following item:

Thinking about how elections in [country] work in practice, how well do you think they
ensure that the views of MPs accurately reflect the views of voters?

Possible answers included "very well," "fairly well," "not very well," and "not well at
all."
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Figure 1.9. Perceptions of Attitude Representation Gaps by Populist and Non-populist MPs
Note: This figure depicts two histograms that visualize answer frequencies among parliamentarians from
populist and non-populist parties to the following statement: "Thinking about how elections in [country]
work in practice, how well do you think they ensure that the views of MPs accurately reflect the views of
voters?" Results are based on national MPs.

Figure 1.9 visualizes the response distributions of populist and non-populist MPs.
Populists aremuchmore likely than non-populists to believe that attitude differences
are large. A majority of non-populists believe that the views of MPs reflect the views
of voters "fairly well," while most populist MPs think that the views of MPs reflect the
views of voters "not very well" or "not well at all." Given the large attitude differences
found by this study, populist MPs have a more realistic perception of representation
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in Europe than non-populist MPs. Overall, this suggests that populists truly perceive
attitude differences to be large which is consistent with their narrative. Figure 1.G.9
in the appendix shows similar results for MEPs.

The populist narrative further asserts that populists do represent citizens. To
examine this, I first analyze their representation intention. Of the 1,366 national
MPs belonging to non-populist parties, 978, or about 72%, said that an MP should
vote according to his own opinion. In contrast, out of the 101 populist national MPs,
only 31, about 31% stated that an MP should vote according to his own opinion. The
difference is highly significant according to Fisher’s exact test (p < 0.0001). Of the
114 MEPs I identified as belonging to non-populist parties, 98 or about 86% stated
that an MEP should vote according to his own opinion if it differed from the opinion
of his voters, and 14% stated that an MEP should vote according to the opinion of
his voters. Of the eight MEPs belonging to populist parties, four stated that an MEP
should vote according to his own opinion, and four stated that an MEP should vote
according to the opinion of his voters. Fisher’s exact test reveals that this difference
is significant, too (p ≈ 0.024). Hence, parliamentarians from populist parties have
a much higher Representation Intention than those from non-populist parties.

Are attitude representation gaps between populist MPs and voters also smaller
than between mainstream MPs and voters? Populism is not necessarily correlated
with substantive political positions. To examine whether and how populist parties
differ from mainstream parties, I estimate the following regression equation for sev-
eral political issues individually by OLS:

Yp,t,i = α + βi · 1[Populist]p,t + δt + θc + ϵp,t,i. (1.5)

Yp,t,c,i is the political position of party p (in country c) at time t on issue i.
1[Populist]p,t is an indicator for whether the party is populist, which can be time-
varying. I also include time- and country-fixed effects to absorb constant differences
between countries and parallel issue-position-trends. I pool data from the 2014 and
2019 CHES to estimate this model and use all policy issues included in either of the
two surveys while most items are included in both of them. To make items compa-
rable and easier to interpret, I scale them such that higher values indicate a stance
that is intuitively more right-wing on the issue and such that all variables have a
standard deviation of one.

I then estimate Equation 1.5 for each i individually. As a result, βi measures
descriptively how many standard deviations of party positions the average populist
party is more right-wing on issue i than the average mainstream party, controlling
for time and country effects.

Figure 1.10 depicts βi for several issues i together with 95% confidence intervals
based on standard errors clustered at the country level. The horizontal axis refers
to different political issues. The vertical axis measures the corresponding estimated
coefficient. Nearly all estimates are significant and quantitatively large. Populist
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Figure 1.10. Issue-Positioning of Populist Parties Relative to Non-populist Parties
Note: This figure is based on regression Equation 1.5. Each dot shows the coefficient on the populist indicator
for a different dependent variable. The text next to each variable indicates the dependent variable used. The
vertical axis shows the size of the coefficient. Colors indicate policy dimensions. Coefficients are surrounded
by 95% confidence intervals. Standard error are clustered at the country level.

parties are significantly more right-wing than non-populist parties regarding nearly
all cultural and EU-related issues. In contrast, populists are more left-wing on all
but one economic issue, while differences tend to be smaller than for cultural and
EU issues. Figure 1.G.10 in the appendix shows that results change little if parties
are weighted with their vote share in the last national election.

This pattern resembles the representation gap pattern documented above. Even
the magnitudes of differences between 1) populists and established parties and 2)
voters and established parties, on the other hand, are similar. To assess this more
directly, I handly match topics from both analyses. I am able to do this for eight
specific policy issues and the three policy dimensions. Figure 1.11 shows a scatter
plot of the representation gap on the horizontal axis and differences between pop-
ulist and non-populist parties on the vertical axis. Points refer to political issues or
dimensions. The further right a point is, the further right the European Parliament
was relative to Europeans on this issue in 2009. The higher a point is, the further to
the right populist parties were relative to other parties five to 10 years later.

Voters are more right-wing than MEPs on all cultural issues, and populists are
more right-wing than non-populist parties on these issues too. The same is true for
the EU dimension. Similarly, voters are more left-wing than MEPs, and populists
are also more left-wing on these issues than non-populists. The only exception is
the issue of state intervention, where voters are more right-wing than MEPs, but
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Figure 1.11. Relationship between Representation Gaps and Differences between Populists and
Non-Populists
Note: representation gaps contrast those who voted in the 2009 EP election and MEPs who were elected
in 2009. Higher values on the horizontal axis indicate that voters were more right-wing compared to MEPs.
Differences between populists and non-populists are based on Equation 1.5 and the vertical axis shows the
size of β

i
. The black line visualizes the slope a linear regression and is surrounded by a 95% confidence

band.

populists are more left-wing than non-populists. Still, on 10 of the 11 issues, populist
parties differ from non-populist parties as if they reacted to the representation gap.

The correlation between representation gaps and the differences between pop-
ulist and mainstream parties is about -0.8 and highly significant (p≈0.005). I also
estimate a binary regression of the form βi = α+ θ · RGi + ϵi, using robust standard
errors. The intercept turns out to be small and insignificant while θ is estimated to
be about -1.9 and highly significant. Hence, higher representation gaps on a topic
translate into a larger difference between populists and non-populists. Moreover,
the fact that θ is larger than one shows that populists overshoot. Differences be-
tween them and mainstream parties are larger than differences between voters and
parliaments.

To assess more directly whether populists are close to voters in policy space Fig-
ure 1.12 depicts mean attitudes of populist MEPs, non-populist MEPs, and voters
using the main survey dataset. The vertical axis shows different policy issues. The
horizontal axis shows the positions of voters and MEPs. The attitudes of the mean
populists are not much closer to the attitudes of the mean voter than the attitudes
of the mean non-populist are to the attitudes of the mean voter. On five topics (re-
distribution, abortion, same-sex marriage, EU unification, and EU membership), the
mean non-populist MEPs are closer to the mean voter than the mean populist MEPs.
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On six issues (state ownership, assimilation, teaching authority in schools, gender
relations, immigration, and punishment for criminals), the mean populist is closer
to the mean voter. On three topics (private enterprise, state intervention, and direct
democracy), both types of parliamentarians are similarly close to the mean voter.

Figure 1.12. Mean Attitudes of Voters, Populist MEPs and Non-Populist MEPs by Policy Issue
Note: The vertical axis shows different policy issues. All variables are scaled to range from zero to one and
such that higher values indicate a position that is more right-wing. Dots indicate the mean-attitudes of
voters, MEPs who belong to populist parties and MEPs who do not belong to populist parties. Data is pooled
across Europe. 95% confidence intervals are based on standard errors clustered at the country level.

On many issues, all parties differ from voters in the same direction (Fig-
ure 1.G.5). Hence, populists could increase representation even though being po-
sitioned far away from the mean voter if they differ from voters in the opposite
direction than non-populists. Figure 1.12 shows that on half of the issues, populists
differ from voters in the same direction. On the other half, the mean populist is
positioned on the other side of the mean voter than the mean non-populist. This ev-
idence also points to populists improving representation on some but not all issues.

Figure 1.13 shows results for the three policy dimensions. Populists’ policy pref-
erences are close to those of non-populist MEPs regarding economic variables. In
the cultural dimension, the mean populist differs from the mean voters in the other
direction than the mean non-populists, but he is much closer to the mean voter than
the mean non-populist MEP is. In the EU dimension, attitudes of populists and non-
populists differ most strongly. Mean MEPs of both types differ strongly from the
mean voter whose attitudes are located between their attitudes.

Overall, evidence regarding the representation claim of populists is mixed. Gaps
between MEPs from populist parties and voters are large on many issues. On some
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Figure 1.13. Mean Attitudes of Voters, Populist MEPs and Non-Populist MEPs by Policy Dimension
Note: The vertical axis shows different policy dimensions. All variables are scaled to range from zero to one
and such that higher values indicate a position that is more right-wing. Dots indicate the mean-attitudes of
voters, MEPs who belong to populist parties and MEPs who do not belong to populist parties. Data is pooled
across Europe.

issues, populist MEPs are even further away from voters than mainstream MEPs,
sometimes due to populists overshooting by choosing positions that are extremely
far away from mainstream parties. In the EU dimension, they can help to make
parliaments more representative of voter attitudes, but the mean-populist is much
more opposed to EU integration than the mean voter. Economically the evidence
on the position of populists is conflicting. Results based on the CHES suggests that
they are a bit more left-wing thanmainstreamMPs, while populist MEPs have similar
attitudes asmainstreamMEPs. In any case, populists might not be needed to increase
representation in the economic dimension, given representation gaps are relatively
small, and there exist high valence parties to the right and the left of the mean voter.
The representation claim of populists is strongest in the cultural dimension. The
mean populist MEP is culturally close to the mean voter. This is also the case for
individual issues that are important to many voters, like immigration, punishment
for criminals, assimilation, and gender relations.

Moreover, given that the representation intention of populists is high, only about
a third of attitude representation translates into representation gaps. This could
explain the conflicting evidence on the economic position of populists. They might
advocate for left-wing economic policies even though they do not believe in them.

Hence, the representation claim contains less truth than the other two claims
of the populist narrative, as populists have attitudes far away from those of voters
on many issues, and even 31% of populist parliamentarians seem to disregard the
opinion of their voters. Still, it contains a kernel of truth. Combining evidence on
representation intention and attitudes shows that populists do represent voters well
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on cultural issues where representation gaps have been largest, and they provide an
alternative to the uniform pro-EU stance of mainstream parties, which many voters
consider to be too integration friendly.

Considering the evidence on all claims of the populist narrative in combination
shows that much of it is true, even though populists often exaggerate and oversim-
plify it. This is consistent with the idea that the main implication of the populist
narrative, their claim to be a reaction to representation gaps, is true too.

1.8 Conclusion

Representative democracies build on the idea that voters elect parliamentarians,
which in turn, represent the voters’ interests. In this paper, I explore the degree
to which parliamentarians in Europe actually represent their voters. I document
large representation gaps. For example, on an index of cultural issues, the mean
parliamentarian is between half of a standard deviation and one standard deviation
more left-wing than his voters in most countries. Moreover, I explore the structure
of representation and find that representation gaps are largest on cultural issues,
like immigration or gender relations. Their existence can largely be explained by an
advantage in perceived competence that parties on the cultural left enjoy.

The question arises whether representation gaps are problematic or not. My find-
ings are consistent with representation gaps causing vote abstention, distrust in
democratic institutions, and the rise of populism, which many scientists consider
problems (Otten et al., 2017; Funke, Schularick, and Trebesch, 2021; Docquier,
Peluso, and Morelli, 2022; Guriev and Papaioannou, 2022). Still, the evidence pre-
sented here is far from conclusive, and, to the best of my knowledge, there has been
very little research on this question. Hence, examining under what conditions repre-
sentation gaps are desirable or undesirable from a welfare perspective is an exciting
avenue for further research.

Assuming that policymakers try to reduce representation gaps, they could do
so in two ways. First, they could change voters’ policy attitudes, for instance,
through information campaigns. Second, they could change policymaking directly
to align with the voters’ attitudes. Which alternative is preferable strongly depends
on whether representation gaps result from information asymmetries or value dif-
ferences between voters and parliamentarians. For instance, if a representation gap
results because the public misses crucial information on a topic that politicians have,
information interventions seem to be appropriate. In contrast, politicians might have
different deep values or preferences, like their religious beliefs or structural parame-
ters like risk aversion or patience. In this circumstance, a representation gap is more
likely to signify a need for reform.

Interestingly, recent studies have shown that European voters hold large misper-
ceptions about immigration, where the representation gap is particularly large (Bar-
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rera et al., 2020; Grigorieff, Roth, and Ubfal, 2020; Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva,
2023). This is consistent with representation gaps arising due to a lack of informa-
tion on the part of voters. However, Kustov, Laaker, and Reller (2021) note that
immigration attitudes are very stable over time and robust to major shocks, mak-
ing it unlikely that they are easily susceptible to information. Consistent with this
observation, many experimental studies find that providing subjects with informa-
tion about immigrants does not strongly affect their immigration attitudes (Hopkins,
Sides, and Citrin, 2019; Barrera et al., 2020; Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva, 2023).
Moreover, Chapter two of this dissertation (Günther, 2023) shows that most Euro-
peans would be opposed to immigration by asylum seeker if they were informed
about their true characteristics. This casts doubt on the idea that anti-immigration
attitudes are mainly due to misperceptions and, thereby, the hypothesis that asym-
metric information is responsible for the immigration representation gap. At the
same time, Heß et al. (2018) show that German parliamentarians are more risk-
loving than the average German citizen across several domains of risk-taking. This
suggests that risky decisions like opening the country to large-scale immigration
might result from differences in risk attitudes between voters and politicians.

Still, assessing this question directly requires data about the preferences and in-
formation of parliamentarians and voters, which, to my best knowledge, does not
exist yet. Moreover, other representation gaps could be explained by information
asymmetries, even if the immigration representation gap is the result of value dif-
ferences. Therefore, examining whether representation gaps are due to information
asymmetries or value differences seems to be a another avenue for future research.

Finally, representation gaps can help to explain the characteristics of populist
parties. One example of this is the combination of right-wing cultural and left-wing
economic policy positions they supply. Comparing the findings presented here to
research in political science and psychology suggests that their anti-media and anti-
expert stance are related to representation gaps too. The representation gaps doc-
umented here closely resemble the media biases identified by Puglisi and Snyder
(2015) while Haidt and Lukianoff (2018) shows that experts tend to be more so-
cially left-wing than the population. Thus, examining the relationship between po-
litical representation gaps, media bias, and a potential "expert bias" might be another
promising starting point for further research.
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Appendix 1.A Relationship between the Estimation Framework
and Previous Approaches

The two most prominent concepts of substantive representation used by political sci-
entists are responsiveness and congruence. Policy responsiveness refers to whether
the attitudes of voters and MPs change in the same direction over time. Policy re-
sponsiveness is perfect if the attitudes of voters and MPs are extremely different at
any point in time but move parallel over time (Beyer and Hänni, 2018). In contrast,
my measure compares policymaking to the attitudes of voters at a given point in
time. Moreover, it can be calculated for consecutive points in time to make trends
and levels of policymaking and voter attitudes comparable.

The literature on congruence has measured how similar the policy attitudes of
politicians and voters are. In the literature, several terms are used to refer to this
type of congruence: substantial (or substantive) representation, ideological congru-
ence (Mayne and Hakhverdian, 2017), opinion congruence (Walgrave and Lefevere,
2013) or issue-congruence. To the best of my knowledge, this literature has com-
pared the attitudes of all MPs, and often those of all MP candidates, with those of
voters without considering the role of policy-motivation. This might lead to biased
estimates because it ignores that MPs do not need to have the same attitudes as
voters to act in their interests. For instance, in standard models of electoral competi-
tion, voters can punish MPs who do not implement their attitudes by not re-electing
them, thereby incentivizing MPs to implement the voter’s attitudes even if this goes
against their own attitudes (Pitkin, 1967; Sappington, 1991; Przeworski, Stokes,
and Manin, 1999). Consequently, I integrate policy-motivation into my framework.
Moreover, I validate my estimation framework with real-world decision data.

Appendix 1.B Are Representation Gaps are Problem?

Whether a representation gap is a problem or not likely depends on contextual fac-
tors. Hence, some RGs might be a problem, while others are not. Factors that might
be important include how large and systematic RGs are. Small RGs are unlikely to
have large negative welfare effects. Similarly, if there exist RGs in opposite directions
on similar topics like state intervention and state ownership, RGs might effectively
cancel out. On the other hand, large and systematic RGs, like those documented
above for cultural issues, are more likely to be a problem.

Another factor is the degree to which some policy attitudes are objectively supe-
rior to others. For instance, if the attitudes of voters only differ from those of par-
liamentarians because voters are misinformed, RGs are less likely to be a problem.
RGs are more likely to be a problem if they are due to differences between politi-
cians and the population regarding deep preferences like fairness ideals (Cappelen,
Falch, and Tungodden, 2020), risk aversion (Heß et al., 2018) or moral universalism
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(Enke, 2020; Enke, Rodríguez-Padilla, and Zimmermann, 2022). Recent research
has indeed found that the perceptions of most Europeans about immigrants are too
negative (Grigorieff, Roth, and Ubfal, 2020; Facchini, Margalit, and Nakata, 2022;
Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva, 2023). Similarly, research in behavioral economics
has uncovered numerous cognitive biases and shown that most people make pre-
dictable mistakes that might justify disregarding their opinions under some circum-
stances. However, the decision-making of politicians suffers from biases too. Sheffer
et al. (2018) show that politicians in Belgium, Canada, and Israel exhibit several
cognitive biases to an if anything, larger extent than non-politicians. This suggests
that letting politicians instead of voters decide makes biased decision-making more
likely. Moreover, there is evidence that deep preferences of politicians and voters
differ. For example, Heß et al. (2018) show that German MPs are significantly more
risk-loving than the average German citizen across several domains of risk-taking.
This suggests that risky decisions like opening the country to large-scale immigration
might also result from differences in risk attitudes.

Even if a representation gap results from differences in deep preferences be-
tween voters and MPs, it might not be inherently problematic. One justification
could be that MPs try to protect minority rights from a "tyranny of the majority."
However, Section 1.F.2 shows that this is not the case in modern Europe. Yet an-
other justification for RGs could be that politicians act as opinion leaders or antic-
ipate long-run trends in attitude change and make political decisions that will be
congruent with the attitudes of future generations. For instance, European have be-
come increasingly culturally liberal during the last decades (Inglehart, 1971, 2015).
As a result, many policies that would have been more culturally conservative than
desired by voters several decades ago are now supported by most voters. The present
paper cannot rule out this possibility. Time will tell whether voters will follow politi-
cians to close representation gaps in the long run.

Appendix 1.C Data Quality

In this section, I provide two quality checks of the EES Candidate Survey data. First,
I compare the sample MEPs to the universe of MEPs (all MEPs who served between
2009 and 2014) regarding several demographic variables. Data on these variables
are taken from Beauvallet, Lepaux, and Michon (2013).

In 2009 66% of all newly elected MEPs were male, and 34% were female. The
proportions in the sample are nearly identical. Figure 1.C.1 visualizes the represen-
tativeness of the sample MEPs concerning the highest educational attainment. As
can be seen, most MEPs are highly educated. More than 20% of all 2009 MEPs had
a Doctoral degree, and only about 12% had no University-degree. This strong se-
lection can be replicated well by the sample used in my analysis. In Figure 1.C.2, I
compare the distributions of occupations previously held by the sample MEPs to the
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distribution of occupations held to be the universe of MEPs prior to becoming MEPs.
Most noteworthy, the vast majority of MEPs have worked in two out of the 12 occupa-
tion categories prior to becoming MEP: "higher administrative jobs," which include
senior executive or political aide, and "professional and technical jobs," which incor-
porate scientists, journalists, and teachers. Very few MEPs have worked as manual
workers, clerics, farmers, or in the sales sector. Figure 1.C.2 reveals that the sample
distribution of the previous occupation is quite close to the actual one. Figure 1.C.3
shows the country of origin fractions of sample MEPs and the universe of MEPs.
The sample is broadly representative of the universe. However, MEPs from some
countries like Germany, Luxembourg, and Belgium are over-represented, while rep-
resentatives from Spain and Poland are underrepresented in the data. I weigh to
adjust for this in the main analysis. Overall, the sample represents the universe of
MEPs well along key demographic dimensions.
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Figure 1.C.1. MEP-Sample Representativeness Regarding Education
Note: This figure compares the distribution on educational attainment of the universe of MEPs to the distri-
bution on educational attainment of the sample of elected candidates from the Parliament Election Study
2009 (Candidate Study).

Second, I check how the EES Candidate Survey data correlates with an estab-
lished and validated data source. I calculate the ideological positions of parties for
various issues based on the EES Candidate Survey data by taking for each party
and issue means with equal weights of the positions of all of its candidates. One
established data source for the ideological positioning of parties is the Chapel Hill
Expert Survey (CHES). The CHES does not enable ideological comparison between
parties and voters because it does not include data on voters’ ideological positions.
However, it is well suited for comparing different parties (Jolly et al., 2022).

Moreover, it includes data on the ideological positioning on issues that are simi-
lar to those from the EES. Both data sources include a "redistribution" issue which I
match. Moreover, I match the "position on immigration policy" issue from the CHES
to the "immigration" issue from the EES, the "position on integration of immigrants
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Figure 1.C.2. MEP-Sample Representativeness Regarding Occupation
Note: This figure compares the distribution of previous occupation of the universe of MEPs to the distribu-
tion on previous occupation of the sample of elected candidates from the Parliament Election Study 2009
(Candidate Study).
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Figure 1.C.3. MEP-Sample Representativeness Regarding Country of Election
Note: This figure compares the distribution of country of election of the universe of MEPs to the distribution
of country of election of the sample of elected candidates from the Parliament Election Study 2009 (Candi-
date Study).
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and asylum seekers" issue from the CHES to the "assimilation" issue from the EES,
and the "position on social lifestyle (e.g., homosexuality)" issue from the CHES to
the same-sex marriage issue from the EES. The CHES contains a "position on dereg-
ulation" issue, while the EES contains positions on the related topics of "state in-
tervention," "state ownership," and "private enterprise." I use the mean with equal
weights of the three latter variables as the "deregulation" measure for the EES.

I obtain a measure based on the CHES and a measure based on the EES for
each of these issues for 149 parties. If the EES data is valid, correlations between
these two measures should be high on each issue. Figure 1.C.4 visualizes correlation
coefficients surround by 95% confidence intervals on the horizontal axis by policy
issue. Correlations are always above 0.6 and highly significant.
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Figure 1.C.4. Correlations between MEP Survey Data and Expert Survey Data
Note: This plot shows cross-party correlation coefficients of two measures for party position by issue. Each
point corresponds to the correlation regarding the political issue depicted on the horizontal axis. I also
depict 95% confidence intervals.

Another concern regarding the validity of the EES data might be that it does
not contain enough policy items to enable estimates of positions on broad political
dimensions. The CHES contains estimates of parties’ positions on broad economic,
cultural, and EU dimensions. Policy experts were asked to estimate the "overall ori-
entation of the party leadership towards European integration," the "position of the
party in 2010 in terms of its ideological stance on economic issues," and the "posi-
tion of the party in 2010 in terms of its ideological stance on democratic freedoms
and rights." All three refer to general policy dimensions rather than specific policy
issues and thereby capture the three dimensions I consider in the paper. If the in-
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dexes I calculate based on the EES data are valid, they should correlate positively
with these broad CHES variables. Figure 1.C.4 shows that this is the case. The corre-
lation coefficients for all three dimensions are between 0.7 and 0.8 and are highly
significant.

Appendix 1.D Referendum Data Details

1.D.1 Descriptive Statistics

Figure 1.D.1 shows the number of all 126 referendums by policy issue contained in
the referendum dataset. The topics have substantial overlap with the survey data
issues. The vertical axis in Figure 1.D.1 shows the number of referendums in the
dataset who belong to a topic. As can be seen, most referendums have been held
on whether the state should intervene in an industry. The next frequent categories
are assimilation, punishment for criminals, and immigration. For all topics except
protectionism, there are at least three referendums in the dataset.

Of the 126 referendums that have been held since 1870, about 39% of the ini-
tiatives were right-wing. However, the right-wing share of referendums varies sub-
stantially by policy dimension. Among the 75 cultural referendums, about 61%were
right-wing. In contrast, only 3 of the 46 referendums on economic topics (about 7%)
were right-wing. Finally, none of my dataset’s five referendums on EU integration
was anti-EU-integration.
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Figure 1.D.1. Number of Referendums by Topic
Note: This bar-charts shows how many referendums of each topic are contained in the referendum dataset.

Figure 1.D.2 provides information on the topics of referendums over time. For
each decade (beginning in the 1890s), it shows the absolute number of cultural,
economic, and EU referendums as a stacked area chart. As can be seen, the use of
referendums became more frequent over time. This can be attributed to the rise of
referendums on cultural topics. In contrast, referendums on economic matters have
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become less frequent in recent decades. Referendums on EU integration have only
been held since the existence of the EU and also became less frequent recently.
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Figure 1.D.2. Number of Referendums by Dimension and Time
Note: The horizontal axis shows the decade and the vertical axis the number of referendums. Colors indicate
the issue-topic. The area-chart is stacked.

1.D.2 Representation Gaps for all Policy Issues

I calculate the representation gap for a referendum r as

RGr =

(

share of "yes"-voting voters − share of "yes"-voting MPs, if r is left-wing,

share of "yes"-voting MPs − share of "yes"-voting voters, if r is right-wing.

To make estimates for RGs based on referendums and survey data comparable I take
the mean with equal weights of all RGr belonging to a policy issue. Figure 1.D.3
depicts these average RGs on the vertical axis and policy issues on the horizontal
axis. Higher values indicate that MPs are more right-wing compared to voters.

Voters are more right-leaning than MPs on most issues. The only exception is
that voters are more in favor of redistribution than MPs. Positive RGs vary in mag-
nitude. For some topics like gender relations, assimilation, and immigration, voters
are about 25 percentage points more likely to choose the right-wing option than
MPs. For other topics like abortion and direct democracy, the difference is much
smaller.
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Figure 1.D.3. Representation Gaps between Swiss Voters and Swiss MPs by Issue
Note: The vertical axis depicts representation gaps. The horizontal axis refers to policy issues. Higher val-
ues indicate that the population voted more left-wing on that topic than the lower chamber of the Swiss
parliament. Data is pooled over time.

1.D.3 Representation Gaps over Time

Figure 1.D.4 displays representation gaps for the three policy dimensions over time,
pooling data for decades. The dataset contains data on referendums on EU issues
for two decades: the 1990s and the 2000s. In both decades, voters were about 15
pp. more likely to choose the anti-EU option than MPs. Data for the cultural and
economic dimensions are more extensive. As can be seen, their time trends differ
strongly. In all but one decade, positive cultural RGs existed, i.e., voters were more
culturally right-wing than MPs. Only in the 1920s were MPs more right-wing than
their voters, and this data point relies on relatively few referendums. Hence, the
cultural RG is qualitatively persistent over a long period of time. In recent decades
it has decreased, but it was still positive in recent years.

In contrast, economic RGs have undergone a major transformation since the
1980s. At the end of the 19th century and during most of the 20th century, MPs
were less market-oriented than their voters. In fact, the RGwas similarly pronounced
regarding economic as regarding cultural issues. But beginning in the 1980s, the RG
switched signs. In the 80s, the 90s, and the 2010s (data for the 2000s is missing),
MPs were much more likely to favor market-oriented solutions than voters. This
qualitative change lines up well with anecdotal evidence. Many authors have argued
that beginning in 1979, with the electoral victories of Margaret Thatcher in the UK
and Ronald Reagan in the USA, a new era of economic policymaking began. In this
era, market-oriented approaches became common, with former left-wing parties
also adopting pro-market stances (Benedetto, Hix, and Mastrorocco, 2020).
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Figure 1.D.4. Representation Gaps (Voters vs MPs) Over Time
Note: The horizontal axis shows the decade. Positive values indicate that MPs voted more right-wing on
referendums belonging to a given dimension within a given decade.

1.D.4 Calculating Representation Gaps by Comparing Voters with Parties

Differences between voters and MPs do not necessarily imply differences between
voters and parties as a whole. For instance, party structures could give more weight
to the opinions of party members which are closer to the electoral center. Hence, it
is important to compare voters to parties. The referendum dataset contains infor-
mation on official party recommendations for nearly all parties on all referendums.
That makes it possible to compare the voting decisions of voters to party decisions.
Formally, let r be a referendum with two options ∈ {yes, no}. Let the vote of voter k
be denoted by v(k). v(k)="yes" indicates that k is in favor of the referendum initia-
tive and v(k)="no" indicates that he is opposed to it. Let d(R) ∈ {right, left} be the
direction of the initiative. d(R) ="right" mean that the initiative aims to push policy-
making to the political right. Let there a set of voters V. Let rec(j) be the alternative
that party j officially recommends to voters. Finally, let there be set of parties P and
let s(p) be the vote share in the last national election that party p got. I label RGP

r
the representation gap between voters and parties on referendum r and calculate it
as:

RGP
r =











∑

i∈V 1[v(i) = yes]
||V||

−
∑

p∈P1[rec(p) = yes] · s(p), if r is left-wing,

∑

p∈P1[rec(p) = yes] · s(p) −
∑

i∈V 1[v(i) = yes]
||V||

, if r is right-wing.

Figure 1.D.5 shows the average RGP
r by policy issue. Results resemble those in

Figure 1.D.3, which compares voters and MPs. Figure 1.D.6 shows how RGs vary
over time by dimension, comparing parties and voters. Results look similar to those
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in Figure 1.D.4 where I compare voters to MPs. Overall these results highlight that
the attitudes of MPs are a good indicator of their party’s position and therefore
illustrate the robustness of the results in the main text.
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Figure 1.D.5. Representation Gaps between Swiss Voters and Swiss Parties by Political Issue
Note: The vertical axis depicts representation gaps. The horizontal axis refers to policy issues. Higher values
indicate that parties, weighted with their vote share in the most recent national election, supported the
left-wing alternative in referendums to a larger extend than voters in general.
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Figure 1.D.6. Representation Gaps (Voters vs. Parties) Over Time
Note: The horizontal axis shows the decade. Positive values indicate that parties, weighted with their vote
share in the most recent national election, voted more right-wing on referendums than voters in general.
Data is only available beginning in the 1970s.



Appendix 1.D Referendum Data Details | 57

1.D.5 Differences in Referendum Initiation Behavior between Voters and MPs

The existence of a RG would imply that MPs rather push for change to the political
left than ordinary citizens. This implies that among referendum initiatives initiated
by the people, the share of right-wing initiatives is higher than among those initiated
by the elite. The previous analysis suggests that such a RG exists regarding cultural
topics and, to a lesser degree, regarding EU issues but not regarding economic topics.

None of the EU-related referendums have been initiated by citizens. Hence, to
test this prediction, I focus on the comparison between cultural and economic ref-
erendum initiatives. Figure 1.D.7 shows the share of initiatives with a right direc-
tion by originator of the initiative and dimension. The height of the bars indicates
the share of right-wing initiatives in the group of referendums. The horizontal axis
shows three types of originators; the elite (in most cases, the parliament, otherwise
the government) and (ordinary) citizens. Red bars refer to initiatives regarding cul-
tural issues, while blue bars refer to referendums on economic issues. I also depict
95% confidence intervals from an exact binomial test.
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Figure 1.D.7. Share of Right-Wing Initiatives by Originator
Note: This figure shows the share of referendums with a right direction by originator. It is based on all
referendums in the dataset on a cultural or economic topic. Confidence intervals are based on an exact
binomial test.

Figure 1.D.7 confirms the expectations. Regarding economic issues, most initia-
tives are left-wing regardless of the originators. Taken literally, the point estimate
suggests that citizens are only about five percentage points more likely than the elite
to initiate a right-wing referendum, but this difference is far from being significant
at conventional levels. Reassuringly, the share of right-wing initiatives that resulted
from an interaction of the elite and citizens is similarly large. The pattern looks
very different for cultural topics. Only about 16% of the referendums initiated by
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the elite are right-wing. That suggests that the elite overwhelmingly proposes ini-
tiatives that are steps to the cultural left. This is qualitatively different for ordinary
citizens. About 90% of the referendums initiated by the people constitute a step to-
ward the cultural right. The difference is highly significant. Finally, the right-wing
share of referendums that result from a mix of the two groups is between these two
values. In sum, this evidence suggests that ordinary citizens and the elite disagree on
which direction their country should be heading regarding the cultural dimension,
while no such disagreement is found regarding the economic dimension.

Appendix 1.E A Stylized Model with Policy-Motivated Candidates
and Heterogeneous Valence - Proofs

There is a continuum of voters. Policy attitudes are distributed on a single continuous
policy dimension according to CDF A(·) which I assume to be invertible. The attitude
of voter i is denoted by ai. Candidates, L, and R, announce policy positions xL and
xR. The final policy is denoted by x. The utility of voter i is given by wi,L(x)= λL −
(ai − x)2 and his utility if R is elected equals wi,R(x)= λR − (ai − x)2. λ denotes the
valence of a candidate. I assume that λL ≥ λR. The utility of candidate L equals uL =
−(aL − x)2 where aL is the policy attitude of candidate L. The utility of candidate
R equals uR = −(aR − x)2 where aR is the policy attitude of candidate R. I assume
that aL < A(0.5)−1 < aR. I will prove that in every equilibrium of this game the final
policy is biased away from the bliss point of the median voter toward the bliss point
of L. Formally, in every equilibrium x < A(0.5)−1.

Proof. Suppose for sake of contradiction that there is an equilibrium in which x >
A(0.5)−1. Suppose candidate L chooses xL = A(0.5)−1. If xR = A(0.5)−1 every voter
votes for L because

λL >λR

λL − (ai − A(0.5)−1)2 >λR − (ai − A(0.5)−1)2

λL − (ai − xL)2 >λR − (ai − xR)2

wi,L(ai) >wi,R(ai)

If xR > A(0.5)−1 then ∀i with ai ≤ A(0.5)−1

λL − (ai − A(0.5)−1)2 >λR − (ai − xR)2

wi,L(ai) >wi,R(ai)
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because λL > λR and (ai − A(0.5)−1)2 > (ai − xR)2. Similarly, if xR < A(0.5)−1 then
∀i with ai ≥ A(0.5)−1

λL − (ai − A(0.5)−1)2 >λR − (ai − xR)2

wi,L(ai) >wi,R(ai)

because λL > λR and (ai − A(0.5)−1)2 > (ai − xR)2. Hence, choosing xL = A(0.5)−1

ensures that L gets elected. Moreover, uL(A(0.5)−1)> uL(x)⇔−(aL − A(0.5)−1)2 >

−(aL − x)2. Hence, deviating to A(0.5)−1 is profitable for L if A(0.5)−1 is closer to
aL than x is to aL. Hence, L has a profitable deviation which contradicts that x >
A(0.5)−1 in an equilibrium.

Now suppose for sake of contradiction that there is an equilibrium in which
x = A(0.5)−1. Then either xL = A(0.5)−1 or xR = A(0.5)−1, or both. I will show that
in each case L has a profitable deviation. Any voter i votes for candidate L iff

λL − (ai − xL)2 >λR − (ai − xR)2

λL − λR >(ai − xL)2 − (ai − xR)2

λL − λR > − 2aixL + x2
L + 2aixR − x2

R

λL − λR + x2
R − x2

L >2ai(xR − xL)

which is equivalent to

ai <
λL − λR + x2

R − x2
L

2(xR − xL)

ai <
λL − λR

2(xR − xL)
+

(xR + xL) · (xR − xL)
2(xR − xL)

ai <
λL − λR

2(xR − xL)
+

(xR + xL)
2

if xL ≤ xR and

ai >
λL − λR

2(xR − xL)
+

(xR + xL)
2

if xL ≥ xR. If xR = A(0.5)−1 candidate L can ensure that the majority of votes for him
by choosing xL sufficiently close to A(0.5)−1 such that the expression on the right
hand is a bit smaller than A(0.5)−1. This is possible because the numerator of the
first term is positive by assumption and the policy space is continuous.
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If xR < A(0.5)−1, L could choose xL = xR in which case every voter voters for him
because ∀ai.

λL >λR

λL − (ai − xL)2 >λR − (ai − xR)2

wi,L(ai) >wi,R(ai)

Finally, assume xR > A(0.5)−1. Then any xL such that |xL − A(0.5)−1|< |xR −
A(0.5)−1| constitutes a profitable deviation. For any such xL the median voter prefers
to vote for L because xL is closer to his attitude and λL > λR. The same holds for all
voters with ai < A(0.5)−1. Hence, L wins. Moreover, L prefers x = xL to x = xR be-
cause if A(0.5)−1 is closer to xL than to xR any a< A(0.5)−1 must be closer to xL

than to xR too and aL < A(0.5)−1.
Hence, L has a profitable deviation in each case when x = A(0.5)−1 and when

x > A(0.5)−1. Therefore, in any equilibrium x < A(0.5)−1.

Appendix 1.F Other Potential Causes of Representation Gaps

1.F.1 Perceived Importance of Political Issues

A potential explanation for representation gaps is that they arise on issues that voters
do not care about. I measure perceived importance of a policy issue through the
following survey item which was given to MEPs and citizens:

What do you think is the most important problem facing [COUNTRY] today?

Similar questions were also asked concerning the second and third most important
problems. Answers were open-ended and recorded verbatim. They were then allo-
cated into 146 categories. Hence, I have data on each subject’s first, second, and
third most important issues. Some of these issues are broad, like "Economic condi-
tions." However, many are more specific, like "Effects of financial crisis on domestic/
EU/ global economy."

Figure 1.F.1 shows word clouds of the 40 most frequent categories of voters and
the 36 most frequent categories for MEPs. A clear plurality of voters named unem-
ployment the most important issue in their country. This makes sense, as this ques-
tion was asked in 2009 when unemployment rates in many EU countries were high.
Unemployment is followed by "Effects of financial crisis on domestic/ EU/ global
economy," "Economic Conditions" and "National employment policies." The specific
category that is next in line is "Immigration." For MEPs, "Economic Conditions" is
the most frequent response. This is followed by "Effects of financial crisis on domes-
tic/ EU/ global economy," "Unemployment," "Climate Change" and "Executive and
Administrative Efficiency; Efficient government."
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Figure 1.F.1. Word Clouds of Topics Considered to Be Most Important by Voters and MEPs
Note: This figure shows two word-clouds. Words and sentences are answers given to the following question:
"What do you think is the most important problem facing [COUNTRY] today?" The two clouds display the 40
most frequent categories of voters and the 36 most frequent categories for MEPs. More frequent responses
are displayed larger.

To compare voters and MEPs quantitatively, I construct an importance index
(IIg,i) which measures how important a group g considers an issue i to be. Let
"share most importantg,i" denote the weighted share of respondents who consider
topic i most important and suppose similar definitions for the second and third most
important topic. All three shares are weighted to adjust for differences in population
between countries.

IIg,i =
3 · share most imp.g,i + 2 · share 2nd most imp.g,i + share 3rd most imp.g,i

6
.

(1.F.1)
IIg,i is distributed between zero and one, where one means that all subjects of group
g ∈ {voters,MEPs} indicate that issue i is the first, second, and third most important
problem. It equals zero if no subject in group g considers issue i as belonging to
the three most important problems. To make the issue importance index and ARGs
comparable, I manually match issues relating to the two variables. I am able to do
this for 10 out of the 14 issues that I could calculate the ARG for.

Figure 1.F.2 compares IIg,i to ARGs. Issues are shown on the horizontal axis. The
height of the blue bars depicts IIMEPs,i, while the purple bars show IIvoters,i. For any
policy issue i and attitude on that issue ai, the ARG is the estimate for β from the
following regression:

ai = α + β · 1[MEPs]i + ϵi.
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The regression is weighted to adjust for population differences between countries.
Due to the weighting, the figure compares a representative sample of those who
voted in the 2009 European Parliament election with a representative sample of
MEPs. Larger values indicate that MEPs are more right-wing relative to voters. I de-
pict 95% confidence intervals around all values. To make ARGs and the importance
index quantitatively comparable, I divide all ARGs by four.
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Figure 1.F.2. Perceived Importance of Policy Issues by Voters and MEPs Compared to Attitude
Differences Between Voters and MEPs
Note: Bars indicate an index of perceived importance of issues (IIg,i), defined in Equation 1.F.1. Issues are
shown on the horizontal axis while the importance index is shown on the vertical axis. Black dots represent
the absolute value of the attitude representation gap by issue divided by four. I depict 95% confidence
intervals around all values.

Figure 1.F.2 reveals that MEPs and voters tend to find the same topics important.
Both groups agree that immigration, punishment of criminals, and EU unification
are the most important issues. Voters find immigration and the punishment of crim-
inals somewhat more important than MEPs, and MEPs find EU unification more
important than voters, but these differences are not precisely estimated. Immigra-
tion and the punishment of criminals are the two topics where ARGs are the largest.
This exemplifies the more general result that the perceived importance of topics
is not negatively correlated with ARGs. If anything, the association appears to be
positive.

How important are the three political dimensions relative to each other in the
eyes of voters and MEPs? To answer this question, I manually classify each of the
146 categories as either cultural, economic, or EU-related. For most issues like un-
employment or gender relations, this is straightforward. Some issues could be clas-
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Figure 1.F.3. Perceived Importance of Policy Dimensions by Voters and MEPs
Note: Bars indicate an index of perceived importance of political dimensions (IIg,i), defined in Equation 1.F.1.
Dimensions are shown on the horizontal axis while the importance index is shown on the vertical axis. I
depict 95% confidence intervals around all values.

sified into several dimensions, like globalization. If a topic could be classified just
as well in either dimension, I label it as "Unsorted." Figure 1.F.3 shows the impor-
tance index for the four categories. Again, results for voters and MEPs are similar.
Unsorted issues are relatively unimportant to voters and MEPs. Although economic
topics are more important to both groups, cultural topics are of great importance to
both groups too. MEPs find topics related to the EU more important than voters, but
both groups find them much less important than cultural or economic topics. This
suggests that reducing the policy space in European countries to a two-dimensional
economy-culture space captures most issues that are important to voters and MEPs.
It also shows that the large cultural ARGs matter to voters. Overall the results sug-
gest that voters andMEPs have similar attitudes on which topics are important while
disagreeing on how one should deal with them.

1.F.2 Do Parliamentarians Try to Protect Minorities from a "Tyranny of the
Majority?"

Another explanation for representation gaps is parliamentarians trying to protect
groups they perceive to be vulnerable. If this were the case, one would expect
groups like immigrants, women, and the poor to have very different policy attitudes
than natives, men, and the rich on immigration, gender relations, and redistribu-
tion, respectively. Moreover, one would expect that parliamentarians hold attitudes
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between these groups’ attitudes to balance their conflicting attitudes. Finally, one
would expect that parliamentarians have attitudes close to the attitudes of the group
perceived to be vulnerable relative to that group’s share among the population.

For instance, most natives might hold much more conservative attitudes regard-
ing immigration and assimilation, while most immigrants might be liberal regarding
these topics. Representing the mean voters’ attitude would mean weighting the at-
titudes of natives and immigrants according to their relative size, which would put
much more weight on natives’ attitudes. Therefore, parliamentarians might fear rep-
resenting the mean voter will effectively suppress immigrants’ attitudes. To prevent
this, they might overweight the attitudes of immigrants, thereby effectively shifting
their policymaking away from the attitudes of the mean voter. Their policymaking
would still likely be between the mean attitudes of natives and immigrants.

Inconsistent with this potential explanation, Figure 1.5 in the main text shows
that the policymaking of MEPs is not between the attitudes of immigrants and na-
tives, men and women, or the rich and the poor on any policy dimension. In contrast,
policymaking is biased relative to the mean attitude of each group in the same di-
rection.

However, Figure 1.5 provides results for aggregated policy dimensions, while
parliamentarians might protect groups only on specific issues. Hence, it is more
reasonable to consider topics where the conflict of interest between the structural
minority and structural majority group is most obvious. To this end, Figure 1.F.4
compares the mean positions of the poor, those with a medium standard of living,
the rich and MEPs regarding redistribution, the mean attitudes of natives, those
with an immigration background, and MEPs on immigration and assimilation, and
the mean attitudes of men, women, and MEPs on gender relations.12

The mean attitude of MEPs does not lie between the mean attitude of the struc-
tural minority and the mean attitude of the structural majority regarding any topic.
Reassuringly, the poor are most in support of redistribution while those with a
medium living standard are more opposed to it, albeit not as much as the richest
third of the Europeans. However, the mean attitude of MEPs does not lie between
these values. Rather, MEPs are significantly more opposed to redistribution than the
rich. On immigration and assimilation, immigrants are more left-wing than natives.
However, contrary to balancing the attitudes of these groups, MEPs have mean atti-
tudes that are far more left-wing than those of immigrants. In fact, the position of
immigrants is much closer to those of "ordinary" natives than to those of MEPs. On
gender relations, men and women hold similar mean attitudes that do not differ sig-
nificantly. If anything, women are more right-wing on that topic. MEPs are far to the
left of both groups. This evidence is not consistent with the idea that MEPs deviate
from the attitudes of the mean voter to protect structural minorities. The opposite is

12. Figure 1.F.4 shows attitudes instead of policymaking of MEPs for simplicity. Attitudes and
policymaking of MEPs are very similar as shown in the main text.
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Figure 1.F.4. Mean Attitudes of Selected Voter and MEP Groups by Topic
Note: The vertical axis depicts political issues. Dots represent the mean attitudes of various groups regarding
the respective issue. Higher values indicate that the mean attitude is more right-wing. The three panels
show the attitudes of different groups. Groups other than MEPs constitute subsets of those who voted in
the 2009 European Parliament election. I always weigh to account for differences in population size between
countries. Bars indicate 95% confidence intervals.

the case. If they chose the position of the mean voter, their attitudes would be much
closer to those of structural minorities than they are currently.

These results also provide evidence that in democracies, structural majorities
can end up in a situation where they are disadvantaged relative to structural mi-
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norities because the attitudes of MEPs are much closer to those of immigrants than
those of natives. Finally, these results put the magnitude of attitude differences be-
tween voters and parliamentarians into perspective. Regarding redistribution, the
difference between the mean attitude of MEPs and all voters13 is larger than the
difference between the mean attitude of the poor and the mean attitude of the rich.
Regarding immigration and assimilation, differences between MEPs and the mean
voter are much larger than the mean differences between natives and immigrants.
Finally, mean attitudes between MEPs and voters on gender relations amount to
about 20 percentage points, while mean attitudes of men and women do not differ
notably.

1.F.3 Lobbyism

Organized lobby groups might influence politicians through campaign contributions,
in which case it can be optimal even for office-seeking politicians to cater to the
lobbyist’s demands (Grossman and Helpman, 1996). To my knowledge, it has not
yet been examined whether lobbyism leads to representation gaps. Most closely
related to this question, the empirical literature on whether their actions reduce
social welfare or not is not conclusive (Bombardini and Trebbi, 2020).

If lobbyism was a main contributor of the representation gap, one would expect
that attitudes of parliamentarian (candidates) who are more closely related to lob-
byists are more biased relative to the attitudes of their voters than candidates who
are less closely related to lobbyists.1⁴

The survey data includes six measures for relatedness to lobbyism by candidates.
These measures include whether the candidate was encouraged to run for election
by a lobbyist, whether the candidate himself was a lobbyist in the past, the number
of hours per week the candidate spent with visits to firms or clubs, the number of
hours per week the candidate’s team spent with visits at firms or clubs, the amount
donated to the candidate from outside his party and whether he plans to leave
politics within the next 10 years. The idea behind the last measure is to measure
whether a candidate has been offered positions outside politics by lobbyists akin to
the "revolving door" phenomenon (Blanes i Vidal, Draca, and Fons-Rosen, 2012).
While it is hard to single out candidates who made such agreements, it is unlikely
that those who plan to stay in politics for the next 10 years did. Hence, the share of
those who have made such agreements should be smaller among those who plan to
stay in politics than those who plan to leave politics. When using the last measure,

13. The mean attitude of all voters is close to that of voters with a medium living standard, as all
three groups are similarly large.

14. This section uses data on all candidates instead of data on elected parliamentarians only
to gain precision. Attitudes of unelected and elected candidates do not differ notably as shown in
Section 1.F.4.
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it is necessary to condition the analysis on relatively young (I use below 50 years as
the threshold) candidates.

None of these measures is a perfect measure for lobbyist influence on a can-
didate, particularly because they all rely on self-reports. However, if lobbyists bias
policymaking away from the electorate, one would expect that at least most of these
indicators correlate positively with the magnitude of the candidate’s bias. I test this
using OLS regressions. As these variables measure similar concepts, including sev-
eral of them into one regression equation would lead to a "bad control" problem and
bias estimates (Cinelli, Forney, and Pearl, 2020). Hence, I run individual regressions
of the following type:

Biasi,d = α + β1 · Lobbyismi + θ · Ci + ϵi, (1.F.2)

where
Biasi,d = |ac,i − ai|

is the bias of candidate i relative to the mean voter regarding dimension d. Lobbyismi

is one of the measures described above and Ci contains a large number of demo-
graphic control variables. For each dimension I run one unconditional regression
and one conditional on demographic control variables which results in six regres-
sions for each lobbyism measure.

The results of these regressions are depicted in Table 1.H.5, Table 1.H.6, Ta-
ble 1.H.7, Table 1.H.8, Table 1.H.9 and Table 1.H.10. Most of the lobbyism variables
are insignificant at conventional levels, andmost point estimates are very small. Only
one of the 24 estimates is significant and positive (personal firm visits), but the es-
timate is very small. Moreover, three estimates are significant and negative. Most
coefficients are precisely estimated, and one to two orders of magnitude too small
to account for representation gaps if taken literally. Furthermore, there is no posi-
tive and significant estimate among the measures that are arguably most clean, like
encouragement by lobbyists and whether the candidates have been lobbyists them-
selves. In sum, this evidence does not fit well with the explanation that lobbyism is
a main driver of representation gaps in Europe.

1.F.4 Does Becoming Elected Affect the Policy Attitudes of Parliamentarians?

The political science literature on representation has usually interpreted represen-
tation gaps causally. That is, becoming an MP is assumed to alter one’s policy pref-
erences, for instance, through acquiring new information (Kertzer, 2022). Despite
this interpretation, most estimates of RGs have been unconditional, which prevents
causal claims (Kertzer, 2022). Recently, Kertzer (2022) made a first step in estab-
lishing causality by estimating RGs in the USA, controlling for several demographic
variables. His results suggest that about half of the representation gaps, there can be
explained by the selection of MPs based on demographic variables. In this section, I
make a few steps forward to assess the extent to which RGs are causal.
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Understanding whether the RG is causal or based on selection is important for
welfare considerations. If the gap is causal, it might be driven by MPs’ superior in-
formation, implying that the gap should not be seen as a problem. This is less true
if the RG is just due to the selection of a particular group of people into positions of
power.

In a first step of the analysis, I compare voters, elected MEPs, and unelected
MEP candidates by estimating the following specification by OLS:

Yi = α + β1 · 1[Candidate]i + β2 · 1[Elected]i + θ · Ci + ϵi, (1.F.3)

where Yi is a policy-attitude, 1[Candidate]i equals one if the individual was a can-
didate for the European Parliament and zero otherwise, 1[Elected]i equals one
for all candidates that were elected and zero for all other subjects, including non-
candidates. Finally, Ci is a vector of control variables and ϵi is the error term. The
control variables include a large set of categorical variables like occupation cate-
gories, religion categories and the level of urbanisation of the place of residence.

I am interested in β1 and β2. For any policy issue, β1 measures how the attitudes
of unelected candidates and voters differ, while β2 quantifies how elected MEPs dif-
fer from unelected candidates. If differences in attitudes between voters and elected
MEPs result mainly causally from candidates becoming MEPs, than one would ex-
pect that β2 is large and highly significant while β1 should be small in comparison.
In contrast, if differences result mainly from selection of citizens with particular atti-
tudes into politics, the opposite should be the case. Most of the differences between
voters and elected MEPs should be explained by β1 while β2 should be insignificant.
Moreover, a strong role of selection would indicate that controlling for demographic
characteristics decreases β1.

Let’s put these predictions to the test. Table 1.H.3 show estimates of Equa-
tion 1.F.3 for Yi equal to the cultural index in columns (1) and (2), the economic
index in columns (3) and (4) and the EU index in columns (5) and (6). For each
index, the first column shows the unconditional estimates while in the second I add
a large set of fine-grained controls. I only report β1 and β2 for readability.

Attitude differences between voters and elected MEPs can be seen by adding
the MEP indicator and the MEP candidate indicator. Reassuringly, this analysis finds
that MEPs are much more left-leaning on cultural issues than voters. The difference
amounts to more than 11% of the range of the outcome variable and is highly signif-
icant. Moreover, note that basically all of this difference stems from the candidate
indicator (β2 = −0.118) while the elected-MEP indicator is close to zero, far from
being significant at conventional levels, and even positive. Hence, MEP candidates
and elected MEPs have, on average, nearly the same attitudes regarding cultural
issues. This evidence is hard to bring in line with a strong causal effect of becoming
an MEP. Rather, people from which MEPs are elected already hold very different
attitudes than voters. This holds after including a rich set of demographic control
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variables. This reduces the coefficient on the candidate indicator by about 40%, but
it still stays large and highly significant. In contrast, the indicator for elected MEPs
remains insignificant and close to zero. This, too, suggests that a strong causal effect
of becoming an MEP on cultural attitudes is unlikely. However, even after condition-
ing on a very large set of demographic differences, large and highly significant atti-
tude differences remain. This suggests that selection into politics might also occur
concerning other variables, such as moral values.

As shown in the main text, attitude differences between MEPs and European vot-
ers are small in the economic dimension. This is consistent with the results displayed
in column (3) in Table 1.H.3. MEP candidates are somewhat more left-leaning than
voters, while the elected are significantly more right-wing than the candidates. A
Wald test confirms that the sum is not significantly different from zero. After includ-
ing controls, β2 loses its significance while β1 becomes significant. This suggests that
MEPs and MEP candidates are quite similar regarding their attitudes. Uncondition-
ally MEP’s economic policy attitudes closely resemble those of the average European.
But they are more left-leaning on economic issues than Europeans with otherwise
similar demographic characteristics. While the highly educated and wealthy tend
to be more market-oriented than society as a whole, MEP candidates are not. This
suggests that selection is taking place from the higher strata of society to MEP candi-
dates and is consistent with awell-functioning political screening process concerning
economic attitudes in the European Parliament.

Columns (3) and (4) focus on EU-Unification. Unconditionally, elected MEPs are
more left-leaning than voters. This can be largely attributed to elected MEPs who
are much more in favor of EU integration than candidates in general. However, after
accounting for demographic differences between elected and unelected candidates,
the latter difference becomes insignificant. In fact, including demographic controls
renders β1 and β2 insignificant. This again speaks against the causal hypothesis
because the causal effect should be estimated more precisely if more controls are
included.

In sum, the evidence for all dimensions speaks against a large causal effect of
becoming an MEP. RGs do not arise once an MEP is elected but are already nearly
fully present at the population of candidates from which MEPs are selected. Much
of the differences between candidates and MEPs on the one side and voters on the
other side can be explained through demographic differences. However, even after
controlling for these differences a significant and large representation gap between
MEPs and voters remains unexplained.

While the results so far speak against a large causal effect, I propose another
specification which addresses two shortcomings of Equation 1.F.3. First, one might
not expect an effect of election on attitudes for MEPs who already served as MEPs
before. Hence, it seems reasonable to only include MEPs in the sample that have not
served as MEPs before. Second, the set of controls used above misses crucial vari-
ables. For instance, it is reasonable to assume that party support raises the chances
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of election. Not accounting for such differences might bias estimates of the effect of
election.

To address both shortcomings, I drop voters from the analysis and focus on the
comparison of elected and unelected MEPs. Moreover, instead of using attitudes di-
rectly as the dependent variable, I define a new variable: the Bias of an MEP candi-
date. Let ac,i be the attitude of MEP candidate c on issue i and let ai be the European
mean attitude of voters on issue i. I define the bias of candidate c regarding attitude
a as

Biasc,a = |ac,i − ai|.

Hence, Biasc,a measures the political distance regarding attitude a to the European
mean voter. I estimate the following equation by OLS:

Biasc = α + β1 · 1[Elected]c + θ · Cc + ϵc. (1.F.4)
I am interested in β1. As before, Cc is a vector of control variables. I control for the fol-
lowing demographic variables: age, gender, categories for marital status, categories
for hometown size, occupation categories, education. These variables constitute a
subset of those employed in Equation 1.F.3. I do this for two reasons. First, the num-
ber of observations is substantially lower here. Second, MEP candidates are already
very similar demographically. Differences between them are larger regarding their
standing within their party and the support they got from other political actors.
Accordingly, I prefer to include controls for these factors.

Hence, I additionally include the following controls: the number of those who
helped to organize the campaign of the candidate, dummies for whether they were
encouraged to run for office by a sitting MEP, a retired MEP, some other community
leader, a lobbyist, their spouse, another family member, someone else, by someone
from outside their party or from no one. I also control for the chances of being
elected as assessed by the survey administrators. Chances are estimated based on
the candidate’s list position relative to the potential number of seats won by their
party (Hix and Noury, 2009). Hix and Noury (2009) classified candidates with a
list position below the predicted seats minus one standard deviation as safe, those
positioned above the predicted seats plus one standard deviation as unpromising,
and all other candidates as doubtful. I include this measure as a categorical variable
in the regression. Although it is coarse, comparing candidates within one category
helps to mitigate selection bias.

Table 1.H.4 shows the results. As can be seen, the results of the previous exercises
are confirmed. Neither specification shows a significant coefficient on the elected
indicator. Taken together, these results are more consistent with the selection of
citizens with specific policy attitudes into politics than with a causal effect of getting
elected. Moreover, they suggest that attitude differences are probably not an artifact
of elected parliamentarians interpreting questions differently than voters. Finally, as
most candidates already differ from the population, it is difficult for voters to reduce
representation gaps through voting.
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1.F.5 At Which Stage Of Political Selection Do Representation Gaps Arise?

One can think of citizens having to complete several stages until they become parlia-
mentarians. First, they have to join a political party. Second, they have to rise in the
ranks of this party to be nominated as a candidate for parliament. Finally, they have
to get elected. At which stage of this political selection process do representation
gaps emerge?

To locate where RGs arise, I focus on attitude differences. The rich survey-level
data makes estimating attitude differences for various sub-groups possible. Hence,
I compare the attitudes of MEPs with several sets of actors who are incrementally
closer to MEPs. Formally, I estimate regressions of the following form by OLS:

Indexi|i∈M∪G = α + β · 1[MEP]i|i∈M∪G + γ · Xi|i∈M∪G + ϵi|i∈M∪G,

where Indexi|i∈M∪G is the (cultural/economic/EU) index value of individual i which
belongs either to the group M of elected MEPs or to another reference group (G),
1(MEP)i|i∈M∪G equals one if i ∈M and zero otherwise and Xi|i∈M∪G is a vector of
control variables. I am interested in β , which measures attitude differences between
MEPs and the reference group.

To examine different stages of the political selection process I vary the reference
group G. I consider the following groups: citizens, voters, those who are interested
(but not very interested) in politics, those who are very interested in politics, and
unelected MEP candidates. For each of these groups, I estimate one unconditional
regression and one regression conditionally on the large set of demographic charac-
teristics. These include age, gender, categories for marital status, occupation cate-
gories, dummies for the highest education degree, dummies for the size of the town
of residence, dummies for the perceived own social class, immigration background,
dummies for the religious denomination, dummies for religiosity and dummies for
living standard.

Figure 1.F.5 shows estimates for β for the resulting estimates for the cultural
index together with 95% confidence intervals. Attitude differences. Attitude differ-
ences between voters and parliamentarians are very similar to the representation
gaps estimated in the main party of the paper. Using voters or citizens as the ref-
erence group does not lead to notably different estimates. When using voters or
citizens as the reference group, including an extensive set of demographic charac-
teristics as controls reduces attitude differences somewhat, but it stays large and
significant. Hence, attitude differences regarding cultural issues do not result from
demographic differences between parliamentarians and voters or citizens, like dif-
ferent educational attainment or age.

The first step toward becoming an MEP is to get involved in politics. To do so,
one has to find an interest in politics. The third and fourth pairs of bars in Fig-
ure 1.F.5 compare the cultural attitudes of MEPs to those who stated that they were
interested and very interested in politics, respectively. Focusing on unconditional
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Figure 1.F.5. Attitude Differences of Selected Groups to MEPs on Cultural Issues
Note: This figure shows estimates of β from Section 1.F.5 for different reference groups G and the cultural
index as the dependent variable. Coefficients compare the cultural attitudes of MEPs to the attitudes of
reference groups displayed on the horizontal axis. The vertical axis measures attitude differences. Higher
values indicate that members of the reference group are more conservative regarding cultural issues than
MEPs. Control variables used to generate the conditional estimates include age, gender, the year of the elec-
tion, categories for marital status, categories for town size, religion categories, and occupation categories.

estimates shows that attitude differences decrease relative to the MEP-voter com-
parison. Still, even those who are very interested in politics have attitudes closer to
those of voters in general than members of the European Parliament. Moreover, they
are significantly more conservative than MEPs. Hence, attitude differences can not
be explained by parliamentarians trying to represent those interested in politics.

Those who are interested in politics and have similar demographic characteris-
tics as voters and citizens with similar demographics as MEPs. However, those who
are very interested in politics and have similar demographics as politicians are closer
to MEPs. Their attitudes are about halfway between those of voters in general and
MEPs.

Among those who are very interested in politics and join a party, a few rise high
enough in the ranks of their party to become candidates for the parliament. The
last two bars in Figure 1.F.5 compare the attitudes of elected MEPs and candidates
who were not elected. Unelected candidates do not differ notably from electedMEPs,
neither unconditionally nor after accounting for (small) demographic differences.

In sum, Figure 1.F.5 shows that attitude differences to MEPs decrease monoton-
ically as the reference group gets closer to the group of MEPs. By far, the largest
decrease happens between those very interested in politics and the MEP candidates.
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Figure 1.F.6. Attitude Differences of Selected Groups to MEPs on Economic Issues
Note: This figure shows estimates of β from Section 1.F.5 for different reference groups G and the economic
index as the dependent variable. Coefficients compare the economic attitudes of MEPs to the attitudes of
reference groups displayed on the horizontal axis. The vertical axis measures attitude differences. Higher
values indicate that members of the reference group are more right-wing regarding economic issues than
MEPs. Control variables used to generate the conditional estimates include age, gender, the year of the elec-
tion, categories for marital status, categories for town size, religion categories, and occupation categories.

This suggests that parties are responsible for a large part of attitude differences and
representation gaps, as their role in politics is to turn those interested in politics into
politicians.1⁵

Figure 1.F.6 shows a similar analysis for the economic dimension. The pattern
looks very different. As shown in the main text, the attitudes of voters and par-
liamentarians do not differ significantly in the economic dimension overall. This is
still true after including demographic controls in the regression. The same is true for
voters and all other reference groups considered. If anything, unelected MEP candi-
dates are more left-leaning on economic topics unconditionally, but this difference
vanishes after accounting for demographic differences.

Finally, Figure 1.F.7 shows results for the EU dimension. The pattern resembles
the pattern concerning the cultural dimension. Overall, accounting for demographic
differences reduces attitude differences even though they remain significant regard-
ing most reference groups. The unconditional attitude differences decrease mono-
tonically as reference groups become more similar to elected MEPs. Insignificant
attitude differences are only found for unelected candidates and those who are in-

15. Performing a similar analysis using the sample of national MPs yields very similar results.
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Figure 1.F.7. Attitude Differences of Selected Groups to MEPs on EU-Related Issues
Note: This figure shows estimates of β from Section 1.F.5 for different reference groups G and the EU index
as the dependent variable. Coefficients compare EU-related attitudes of MEPs to the attitudes of reference
groups displayed on the horizontal axis. The vertical axis measures attitude differences. Higher values indi-
cate that members of the reference group are more anti-EU than MEPs. Control variables used to generate
the conditional estimates include age, gender, the year of the election, categories for marital status, cate-
gories for town size, religion categories, and occupation categories.

terested in politics with similar demographics as the elected MEPs. The most crucial
difference to the results for the cultural dimension is that, unconditionally, the EU
attitudes of elected and unelected MEP candidates differ strongly. Hence, attitude
differences in the EU dimension do not arise within parties but after candidates get
elected. This difference appears to be driven by selection based on observable demo-
graphic characteristics because controlling for them renders the attitudes of elected
and unelected candidates very similar.
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Figure 1.G.1. Representation Intention of National MPs by Demographic Group
Note: This bar-charts illustrate the responses of an MP-sample to the following question: "An MP in a conflict
between own opinion and the constituency voters should follow:" Possible answers included "own opinion"
and "voter opinion." Bars indicate the share that chose "voters opinion." The vertical axis shows different
demographic groups of MPs. I also depict 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 1.G.2. Attitude Differences between Voters and National MPs by Issue
Note: The vertical axis shows different policy issues or policy dimensions. The horizontal axis shows OLS
estimates for β’s from Equation 1.2 but using attitudes of national MPs instead of MEPs. Regressions com-
pare national MPs with a representative sample of those who voted in the national election. All variables
are scaled to have a standard deviation in terms of citizen attitudes of one. Higher values indicate that
voters are more right-wing on an issue than MEPs. 95% confidence intervals are based on standard errors
clustered at the country level.
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Figure 1.G.3. Attitude Distributions of Voters and MEPs of Several Party Groups in the Culture-
Economy Policy Space
Note: Shades illustrate 2D densities. The density is higher in less transparent areas. Colors indicate the
group that the density relates to. Attitudes in the cultural dimension are shown on the vertical axis, while
the horizontal axis shows attitudes regarding the economic dimension. Higher values indicate a more right-
wing stance. Data is pooled across Europe.
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Figure 1.G.4. Mean Attitudes of Voters, MEPs, Citizens and National MPs by Issue
Note: This figure shows a dumbbell plot. Different policy issues are shown on the vertical axis. The horizontal
axis shows the mean positions of three groups. All variables are scaled to range from zero to one and such
that higher values indicate a more right-wing position. Data is pooled across Europe.

Figure 1.G.5. Mean Attitudes of Voters and MEPs of Several Party Families by Issue
Note: This figure shows a dumbbell plot. Different policy issues are shown on the vertical axis. The horizontal
axis shows the mean attitudes of voters and politicians from various party families. All variables are scaled
to range from zero to one and such that higher values indicate a position that is more right-wing.
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Figure 1.G.6. Attitudes Differences between Voters and Parliamentarians by Country
Note: Bars show attitude differences by country and policy dimension between voters and parliamentarians
(MPs and MEPs) from the same country. The larger the value, the more right-wing parliamentarians are
compared to voters from their country. Data for Slovenia is missing.
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Figure 1.G.7. Estimates for Representation Gaps Based on Survey and Referendum Data (1992–
2022)
Note: The horizontal axis shows RGs calculated from 2007 Swiss survey data. The vertical axis depicts RGs
calculated from referendum votes of MPs and ordinary citizens. I take the unweighted means of RGs in all
referendums belonging to a topic between 1992 and 2022. The figure also shows a dashed 45° line and a
fitted line from a binary regression.



80 | 1 Political Representation Gaps in Europe

Abortion

Homosexuality
Immigration

Punishment
for Criminals

−0.30

−0.15

0.00

0.15

0.30

−0.30 −0.15 0.00 0.15 0.30

RĜ
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Figure 1.G.8. Estimates for Representation Gaps Based on Survey and Referendum Data (2002–
2012)
Note: The horizontal axis shows RGs calculated from 2007 Swiss survey data. The vertical axis depicts RGs
calculated from referendum votes of MPs and ordinary citizens. I take the unweighted means of RGs in all
referendums belonging to a topic between 2002 and 2012. The figure also shows a dashed 45° line and a
fitted line from a binary regression.
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Figure 1.G.9. Assessment of Political Representation by Populist and Non-populist MEPs
Note: This figure depicts two histograms referring to answers of MEPs to the following statement: "The
European Parliament takes into consideration the concerns of European citizens."
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Figure 1.G.10. Issue-Positioning of Populist Parties Relative to Non-populist Parties Weighted
With Vote Shares
Note: This figure is based on Equation 1.5. Each dot shows β

i
for a different dependent variable/policy

issue. These issues are arranged on the horizontal axis. Parties are weighted with their vote-share in the
last national election before the observation. Higher values mean that populists are more right-wing than
non-populist parties. Coefficients are surrounded by 95% confidence intervals.
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Figure 1.G.11. Association between Representation and Political Trust at the National Level
Note: This figure is based on Equation 1.5 and shows a coefficient plot. It depicts estimates for β

d
from

versions of Equation 1.4 with different dependent variables, which are arranged on the vertical axis. The
horizontal axis shows the magnitude of coefficients. All regressions condition on a large set of demographic
characteristics. Data is pooled for 15 EU countries. Standard errors are clustered at the country level.
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Appendix 1.H Additional Tables

Table 1.H.1. Information on Policy Attitude Variables

Variable Name Question Wording Question Type Dimension Included in

Assimilation
Immigrants should be required to
adapt to the customs of [COUNTRY].

5 point Likert Culture EES/CCS

Private Enterprise
Private enterprise is the best way to
solve [COUNTRY]’s economic problems.

5 point Likert Economy EES

Same-Sex Marriage
Same-sex marriages should be
prohibited by law.

5 point Likert Culture EES/CCS

State Ownership
Major public services and industries
ought to be in state ownership.

5 point Likert Economy EES

Abortion
Women should be free to decide on
matters of abortion.

5 point Likert Culture EES/CCS

State Intervention
Politics should abstain from
intervening in the economy.

5 point Likert Economy EES/CCS

Punishment
for Criminals

People who break the law should be
given much harsher sentences than
they are these days.

5 point Likert Culture EES/CCS

Redistribution
Income and wealth should be
redistributed towards ordinary
people.

5 point Likert Economy EES/CCS

Teaching Authority
in Schools

Schools must teach children to obey
authority.

5 point Likert Culture EES

Direct Democracy
EU treaty changes should be
decided by referendum.

5 point Likert Culture EES

Gender Relations
A woman should be prepared to cut
down on her paid work for the sake
of her family.

5 point Likert Culture EES

Immigration
Immigration to [COUNTRY] should be
decreased significantly.

5 point Likert Culture EES

EU Unification
Some say European unification should
be pushed further. Others say it already
has gone too far. What is your opinion?

10 point from
"has gone too far" to
"should be
pushed further"

EU EES/CCS

EU Membership

Generally speaking, do you think that
[COUNTRY]’s membership of the
European Union is a good thing, a bad
thing, or neither good nor bad?

3 Options:
1) "Good thing"
2) "Bad thing"
3) "Neither"

EU EES/CCS

Note: Column one shows the wording for each policy attitude variable that I use in the paper. The wording
is taken from the English version of the study. Questions were translated into the national language for
other versions. [COUNTRY] is an placeholder for the name of the country the version of the survey was
administered in. "Variable Name" refers to the names I use in the paper when referring to the items.
Wording was identical in the EES and CCS surveys for all items with one exception. In the CCS the question
for the "Punishment for Criminals" variable read as: "People who break the law should be given stiffer
sentences."
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Table 1.H.2. Using Valence to Predict Representation Gaps

Dependent variable: Right-wing Representation Gap

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

Valence Advantage Right 0.614∗∗∗ 0.611∗∗∗ 0.611∗∗∗ 0.620∗∗∗ 0.604∗∗∗

(0.121) (0.124) (0.120) (0.131) (0.136)

Democracy Index −0.012 0.082 0.090
(0.083) (0.354) (0.356)

Control of Corruption −0.015 0.280 0.281
(0.094) (0.390) (0.397)

Constant −0.423∗∗∗ −0.374 −0.405∗ 0.440 0.156
(0.141) (0.386) (0.219) (0.768) (0.755)

Other Controls ✓ ✓
Dimension Dummies ✓

Observations 77 77 77 77 77
R2 0.377 0.377 0.377 0.445 0.490

Note: This table shows results from OLS regressions. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered at the
country level. The dependent variable is positive if policymaking is more right-wing than preferred by voters.
Valence Advantage Right is positive if right-wing parties are seen as more competent by voters than left-
wing parties. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 1.H.3. Comparing Attitudes of Voters, MEPs and MEP-Candidates

Dependent variable:

Cultural Index Economic Index EU Index

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

1[MEP Candidate] −0.118∗∗∗ −0.070∗∗∗ −0.022 −0.041∗∗ −0.042 −0.005
(0.018) (0.012) (0.018) (0.017) (0.028) (0.024)

1[Elected] 0.004 −0.018 0.057∗∗ 0.012 −0.069∗∗∗ −0.028
(0.023) (0.026) (0.027) (0.031) (0.027) (0.020)

Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

Observations 17,311 15,599 17,705 15,928 18,864 16,928
R2 0.063 0.404 0.003 0.207 0.007 0.233

Note: This table shows results from OLS regressions. All variables are standardized such that they
range between zero and one and such that higher values indicate an attitude that is more right-wing.
1[MEP Candidate] equals one if the respondent was a candidate for the 2009 EP election. 1[Elected] equals
one if he was elected to the European Parliament. Data includes responses from elected and unelected MEPs
after elected MEPs officially started working as MEPs after the 2009 European Parliamentary election and
those who voted at the 2009 European Parliament election. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered
at the country level. Regressions are weighted for population and country share of representatives in the
European Parliament. Demographic controls include age, gender, categories for marital status, occupation,
highest education degree, size of the town of residence, perceived own social class, immigration background,
religious denomination, religiosity, living standard, and country. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 1.H.4. Comparing Attitudes of MEPs and MEP-Candidates

Dependent variable:

Cultural Bias Economic Bias EU Bias

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

1[Elected] 0.005 0.005 −0.020 −0.020 0.006 0.006
(0.010) (0.010) (0.023) (0.023) (0.004) (0.004)

Age −0.0004∗∗∗ −0.0004∗∗∗ −0.0004 −0.0004 −0.0002 −0.0002
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0004) (0.0004) (0.001) (0.001)

Gender −0.025∗ −0.025∗ 0.012∗ 0.012∗ 0.013 0.013
(0.015) (0.015) (0.007) (0.007) (0.025) (0.025)

Only Inexperienced Candidates ✓ ✓ ✓

Observations 1,084 906 1,104 926 1,120 936
R2 0.077 0.095 0.040 0.045 0.101 0.123

Note: This table shows results from OLS regressions. All variables are standardized such that they range
between zero and one and such that higher values indicate an attitude that is more right-wing. Data includes
responses from elected and unelected MEPs after elected MEPs officially started working as MEPs after
the 2009 European Parliament election. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered at the country level.
Regressions are weighted for population and country share of representatives in the European Parliament.
* p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table 1.H.5. The Relationship between Campaign Donations and Bias of MEPs

Dependent variable:

Cultural Bias Economic Bias EU Bias

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

Campaign Donations in Mill. 0.0005 0.0001 −0.001 −0.001 −0.0001 −0.0001
(0.002) (0.003) (0.001) (0.001) (0.003) (0.003)

Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

Observations 756 679 759 681 763 688
R2 0.0001 0.401 0.0004 0.289 0.00000 0.317

Note: This table shows results from OLS regressions. All variables are standardized such that they range
between zero and one and such that higher values indicate an attitude that is intuitively more right-wing.
Data includes responses from elected and unelected MEPs. Data only includes data from countries where
data is available for all three groups. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered at the country level. De-
mographic controls include age, gender, categories for marital status, occupation, highest education degree,
size of the town of residence, perceived own social class, immigration background, religious denomination,
religiosity, living standard, and country. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 1.H.6. Comparing the Biases of MEPs Who Were and Were Not Encouraged to Run by Lob-
byists

Dependent variable:

Cultural Bias Economic Bias EU Bias

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

1[encouraged by lobbyist] 0.008 0.005 0.012 0.007 −0.015 −0.020
(0.021) (0.018) (0.012) (0.010) (0.015) (0.014)

Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

Observations 1,266 1,129 1,288 1,144 1,304 1,158
R2 0.0003 0.382 0.001 0.260 0.001 0.282

Note: This table shows results from OLS regressions. All variables are standardized such that they range be-
tween zero and one and such that higher values indicate an attitude that is more right-wing. Data includes
responses from elected and unelected MEPs. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered at the country
level. Demographic controls include age, gender, categories for marital status, occupation, highest educa-
tion degree, size of the town of residence, perceived own social class, immigration background, religious
denomination, religiosity, living standard, and country. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table 1.H.7. Relationship between Biases of MEPs and Frequency of Personal Visits at Firms and
Clubs

Dependent variable:

Cultural Bias Economic Bias EU Bias

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

Number firm visits 0.001 0.001∗∗ 0.001 0.001 −0.001 −0.001
of MEP (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

Observations 1,152 1,018 1,166 1,027 1,169 1,043
R2 0.004 0.391 0.001 0.256 0.003 0.291

Note: This table shows results from OLS regressions. All variables are standardized such that they range be-
tween zero and one and such that higher values indicate an attitude that is more right-wing. Data includes
responses from elected and unelected MEPs. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered at the country
level. Demographic controls include age, gender, categories for marital status, occupation, highest educa-
tion degree, size of the town of residence, perceived own social class, immigration background, religious
denomination, religiosity, living standard, and country. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 1.H.8. Relationship between Biases of MEPs and Frequency of Visits of Their Teams at Firms
and Clubs

Dependent variable:

Cultural Bias Economic Bias EU Bias

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

Number of firm visits −0.00002∗∗∗ 0.0004 −0.00001 0.001 −0.0001∗∗∗ −0.001
by campaign team (0.00001) (0.001) (0.00001) (0.001) (0.00001) (0.0005)

Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

Observations 873 766 879 769 878 781
R2 0.0001 0.433 0.0001 0.310 0.001 0.324

Note:This table shows results from OLS regressions. All variables are standardized such that they range be-
tween zero and one and such that higher values indicate an attitude that is more right-wing. Data includes
responses from elected and unelected MEPs. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered at the country
level. Demographic controls include age, gender, categories for marital status, occupation, highest educa-
tion degree, size of the town of residence, perceived own social class, immigration background, religious
denomination, religiosity, living standard, and country. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Table 1.H.9. Comparing the Bias of MEPs Who Used to Be Lobbyists with That of Other MEPs

Dependent variable:

Cultural Bias Economic Bias EU Bias

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

1[MPE was a lobbyist] 0.006 −0.0004 −0.034∗∗ −0.025 −0.004 0.014
(0.022) (0.022) (0.015) (0.022) (0.017) (0.020)

Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

Observations 1,086 981 1,101 993 1,116 1,005
R2 0.0001 0.390 0.004 0.284 0.00003 0.297

Note: This table shows results from OLS regressions. All variables are standardized such that they range be-
tween zero and one and such that higher values indicate an attitude that is more right-wing. Data includes
responses from elected and unelected MEPs. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered at the country
level. Demographic controls include age, gender, categories for marital status, occupation, highest educa-
tion degree, size of the town of residence, perceived own social class, immigration background, religious
denomination, religiosity, living standard, and country. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 1.H.10. Comparing Biases of Young MEPs That Plan and Not Plan to Leave Politics Soon

Dependent variable:

Cultural Bias Economic Bias EU Bias

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

1[MEP plans to leave politics] 0.015 0.013 −0.031 −0.030∗ 0.008 0.004
(0.017) (0.017) (0.019) (0.017) (0.021) (0.026)

Demographic Controls ✓ ✓ ✓

Observations 649 589 664 601 672 605
R2 0.001 0.488 0.003 0.333 0.0002 0.319

Note: This table shows results from OLS regressions. All variables are standardized such that they range be-
tween zero and one and such that higher values indicate an attitude that is more right-wing. Data includes
responses from elected and unelected MEPs. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered at the country
level. Demographic controls include age, gender, categories for marital status, occupation, highest educa-
tion degree, size of the town of residence, perceived own social class, immigration background, religious
denomination, religiosity, living standard, and country. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 1.H.11. List of Populist Parties

Partyname Abbreviation Country
Vlaams Belang VB Belgium
Dutch Labour Party PVDA Netherlands
People’s Movement Against the EU FolkB Denmark
National Democratic Party of Germany NPD Germany
Alternative for Germany AfD Germany
Human Environment Animal Protection DieTier Germany
Coalition of the Radical Left SYRIZA Greece
Communist Party of Greece KKE Greece
Popular Orthodox Rally LAOS Greece
Independent Greeks ANEL Greece
Popular Association—Golden Dawn XA Greece
We Can Podemos Spain
National Rally (formerly Front National) FN France
Left Party PG France
We Ourselves SF Ireland
Socialist Party SP Ireland
People Before Profit Alliance PBPA Ireland
Communist Refoundation Party RC Italy
Northern League LN Italy
Five Star Movement M5S Italy
Party for Freedom PVV Netherlands
Green Party GREEN United Kingdom
UK Independency Party UKIP United Kingdom
Earth Party MPT Portugal
Freedom Party of Austria FPO Austria
Team Stronach for Austria TeamStronach Austria
True Finns PS Finland
Sweden Democrats SD Sweden
Pirate Party PIRAT Sweden
VMRO—Bulgarian National Movement VMRO-BND Bulgaria
Attack ATAKA Bulgaria
National Front for the Salvation of Bulgaria NFSB Bulgaria
Bulgaria without Censorship BBT Bulgaria
ANO 2011, Action of Dissatisfied Citizens ANO2011 Czech Republic
Dawn of Direct Democracy USVIT Czech Republic
Estonian Free Party EVE Estonia
Jobbik—Movement for a Better Hungary JOBBIK Hungary
Latvian Russian Union LKS Latvia
For Latvia from the Heart NSL Latvia
Latvian Association of Regions LRA Latvia
The Way of Courage DK Lithuania
Congress of the New Right KNP Poland
United Poland SP Poland

Continued on next page
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Table 1.H.11 – Continued from previous page

Partyname Abbreviation Country
People’s Party—Dan Diaconescu PP-DD Romania
Ordinary People and Independent Personalities OLaNO Slovakia
Croatian Labourists–Labour Party HL-SR Croatia
Croatian Party of Rights dr. Ante Starcevic HSP-AS Croatia
Alternative Democratic Reform Party ADR Luxembourg
The Left DL Luxembourg
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Chapter 2

Would Europeans Accept Immigrants
If They Knew Them?⋆

2.1 Introduction

Immigration has been a contested topic in Europe during the last decades and be-
came particularly salient during the European refugee crisis when several million
asylum seekers entered Europe. In surveys, most Europeans indicate that they favor
reducing immigration to their countries, and majorities in many European countries
even agree with the statement that their country should not accept any refugees at
all (Esipova et al., 2015; Skinner and Gottfried, 2017). A possible explanation for
these policy attitudes is that natives hold biased beliefs about the characteristics
of immigrants, like their education or work skills. However, while research has con-
firmed that the beliefs of natives are biased (Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva, 2023),
it is still unknown whether these biases can account for anti-immigration attitudes
or whether Europeans would hold anti-immigration attitudes even if they were well-
informed.

It matters whether anti-immigration attitudes result from biased beliefs. If bi-
ased beliefs drove anti-immigration attitudes, Europeans would favor immigration
if they were well informed. In this case, informing natives about the true characteris-
tics of immigrants is a plausible policy response. First, such information campaigns
would meaningfully affect attitudes. Second, they might increase the well-being of
natives by enabling them to make better-informed decisions (Grigorieff, Roth, and
Ubfal, 2020). Policy implications are very different if biased beliefs are not respon-
sible for anti-immigration attitudes. In this case, information interventions are un-

⋆ I thank Florian Zimmermann, Sebastian Kube, and Moritz Schularick for their great supervision.
I thank Christian Dustmann, Luca Henkel, Eric Kaufman, and Mona Ufer for their helpful comments
and suggestions. I also thank participants at the Bonn Applied Micro Coffee, the Bonn-Mannheim Ph.D.
Workshop and the Bonn Applied Micro Workshop for helpful questions and comments.
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likely to affect attitudes. Moreover, high immigration rates are truly inconsistent
with natives’ preferences.

This paper examines whether Europeans would favor immigration if they were
well-informed about the true characteristics of immigrants. To that end, it proposes
a new method to estimate immigration attitudes that subjects with biased beliefs
would have if their beliefs were not biased. The key idea is to elicit subjects’ attitudes
toward immigrant vignettes, which include a detailed description of the immigrants’
characteristics. Because subjects are informed about the immigrants’ characteristics,
this limits the effect of biased beliefs about these characteristics. Such vignette stud-
ies have so far only been done with hypothetical vignettes. Consequently, mymethod
matches the resulting attitude data with data on the actual characteristics of immi-
grants.

I apply this method by combining attitude data from a vignette study performed
in multiple European countries by Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016)
with data from various administrative sources about the actual characteristics of asy-
lum seekers in Europe. I find that even if Europeans had been well-informed about
the characteristics of the asylum seekers who came to Europe during the refugee
crisis, most asylum seekers would have been denied entry by a majority of Euro-
peans. For instance, the average asylum seeker would have been rejected by 64% of
Europeans.

This "informed" opposition to immigration is common across many demographic
dimensions. For instance, majorities in most European countries, political ideologies,
occupation categories, all age groups, and education levels would have rejected the
average asylum seeker if they had been informed about his characteristics. Thus,
anti-immigration attitudes are widespread even if biased beliefs about many char-
acteristics are eliminated.

Still, the characteristics of asylum seekers matter greatly for the immigration
attitudes of Europeans. One key distinction is between those who apply for asy-
lum because of fear of war or persecution and asylum seekers who come for other
reasons, like economic opportunities (Wright, Levy, and Citrin, 2016; Verkuyten,
Altabatabaei, and Nooitgedagt, 2018; Verkuyten, Mepham, and Kros, 2018). This
distinction is important because asylum systems were explicitly designed to provide
shelter to the former "humanitarian asylum seekers" but not to the latter "other
asylum seekers." Hence, a key task of asylum ministries is to classify asylum seek-
ers into these categories (Dustmann et al., 2017).1 Moreover, according to data
from European asylum ministries, about half of those who applied for asylum dur-

1. Asylum ministries decide on the legal status an asylum seeker is granted. These include sev-
eral positive statuses that correspond to what I summarize as "humanitarian asylum seekers." Alter-
natively, they can reject an application, meaning they think the asylum seeker did not migrate due to
fear of war or persecution. I use the terms "humanitarian asylum seeker" and "other asylum seeker"
because they directly relate to the attitude data I use.
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ing the refugee crisis were humanitarian asylum seekers. My results show that the
"informed" attitudes of the average European are consistent with asylum laws. Anti-
immigration attitudes are extremely strong for asylum seekers who did not come
for humanitarian reasons. Furthermore, I show that attitudes toward this group are
strikingly similar between European countries and various demographic groups. In
any demographic group I consider, and even among those who place themselves on
the far left, an often overwhelming majority opposes immigration by members of
this group. This suggests that policies like the deportation of rejected asylum seek-
ers find broad "informed" support across all European countries and the political
spectrum.

In contrast, about half of Europeans favor letting in those who flee war or per-
secution. Furthermore, different demographic groups tend to have very different
opinions regarding humanitarian asylum seekers. For example, in about half of the
countries considered, majorities favor taking in humanitarian asylum seekers, while
majorities oppose it in the other half of the countries. Similarly, those who identify
as liberals predominantly favor providing shelter for those who flee war or perse-
cution, while those on the center or the right are predominantly against it. Hence,
while there is agreement that asylum seekers who did not migrate for humanitarian
reasons should not be allowed to immigrate across all countries and demographic
groups, there is disagreement regarding humanitarian asylum seekers.

This matters for the political implementability of asylum policies. The European
Union has struggled to design asylum policies that all its member states can agree on
(Dustmann et al., 2017). It is presumably easier for the government of a country to
implement a policy if the majority of its population is in favor of it. Hence, policies
that large majorities within all European countries agree with are relatively easy
to implement. My results indicate that policies to reject and deport asylum seekers
who did not come to Europe due to persecution or war would still have such sup-
port if Europeans were well-informed about the characteristics of asylum seekers.
In addition, such policies find broad support across the political spectrum within
countries. In contrast, policies about hosting asylum seekers who flee war or perse-
cution do find support in some countries and among left-leaning Europeans, while
they are primarily rejected in other countries and by those who are not politically
left-leaning. Such disagreement might make it hard to implement such policies.

This paper relates to the extensive literature on immigration attitudes (Hain-
mueller and Hopkins, 2014). Immigration attitudes of European voters and cit-
izens are much more negative than parliamentarians’ attitudes (Andreadis and
Stavrakakis, 2017; Dalton, 2017; Günther, 2022; Kübler and Schäfer, 2022) and
policy decisions (Günther, 2022). Similarly, large majorities demand lower immi-
gration rates, particularly regarding asylum seekers (Ceobanu and Escandell, 2010;
Blinder, 2015; Kaufmann, 2017; Hix, Kaufmann, and Leeper, 2021). This opposition
to immigration is remarkably stable over time (Kustov, Laaker, and Reller, 2021).
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A potential explanation is that Europeans hold biased beliefs about the charac-
teristics of immigrants. Indeed, most studies find that Europeans overestimate the
frequency of negative characteristics, like unemployment (Barrera et al., 2020; Grig-
orieff, Roth, and Ubfal, 2020; Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva, 2023). This suggests
that natives would be more in favor of immigration than they indicate in polls if
they were well-informed about the true characteristics of immigrants, which raises
the question of how immigration attitudes would look if natives were well-informed.
Would most Europeans accept immigrants if they knew them? Or would they still
reject most immigrants, only to a slightly lower extent?

To find out, social scientists have tested how informing citizens about immigrant
characteristics changes immigration attitudes. Results are mixed. Some studies find
insignificant effects (Hopkins, Sides, and Citrin, 2019; Barrera et al., 2020) while
others, containing themost comprehensive studies in this field, find that information
interventions lead to more favorable views toward immigration (Kaufmann, 2019;
Grigorieff, Roth, and Ubfal, 2020; Facchini, Margalit, and Nakata, 2022; Alesina,
Miano, and Stantcheva, 2023).

Such information interventions are a great tool to analyze how subjects react to
specific information. However, from the perspective of the research question of this
paper, they have a major shortcoming: they only correct subjects’ beliefs regarding
a single characteristic. Informing subjects about many characteristics at once might
overstrain the ability of subjects to incorporate all new information. Furthermore,
subjects might need time to fully comprehend the new information they are pre-
sented with. Overcharged with incorporating new pieces of information and quickly
forming new attitudes, they might state their original preferences.

In this paper, I propose a complementary approach in which biases are not elim-
inated. Instead, attitudes are directly elicited for the immigrants who actually im-
migrated using a combination of vignette studies and data on the characteristics of
immigrants. I find that most Europeans would still oppose immigration by most asy-
lum seekers if they were well informed about their characteristics. Consistent with
the limited effect of information interventions, this suggests that biased beliefs are
not the main driver of anti-immigration attitudes.

2.2 Data

The key idea behind my estimation approach is to combine data about informed
attitudes toward hypothetical asylum seekers (AS) with information on the char-
acteristics of real asylum seekers. Consequently, my data comes from two types of
sources.

Data about attitudes toward hypothetical asylum seekers come from Bansak,
Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016). The authors conducted surveys in 15 Euro-
pean countries with at least 1,000 participants per country in early 2016, at the
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height of the so-called "refugee crisis." Each subject was shown 10 vignettes of hypo-
thetical asylum seekers. The vignettes described the characteristics of a hypothetical
asylum seeker regarding nine demographic variables: the asylum seeker’s age, gen-
der, country of origin, previous occupation, religion, skills with the language of the
host country, the consistency of his asylum testimony, his vulnerability, i.e., what
would happen to them if they returned to their country of origin (e.g., torture), and
the reason for his migration decision. These variables were categorical and could
take on two to seven different values. For instance, each vignette stated whether
the asylum seeker was a Christian, a Muslim, or an Agnostic. Table 2.E.1 and Ta-
ble 2.E.2 show the full list of variables with all of their possible realizations, and
Figure 2.D.1 provides two example vignettes. The authors randomly assigned the
characteristics and resulting vignettes to the participants. For each variable, each
characteristic was chosen with the same probability. The large number of variables
and categories per variable makes it possible to identify attitudes toward 136,080
different hypothetical asylum seekers. For each asylum seeker, subjects were asked
whether the asylum seeker should be accepted to live in their country or whether
he or she should be sent back.

The second type of data I use provides information on the characteristics of real
asylum seekers. Because I want to link data on the attitudes toward the asylum
seeker vignettes with data on the characteristics of actual asylum seekers, I com-
pile data on asylum seeker characteristics about the same variables that subjects of
Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) were informed about. I compile such
data from several sources. If possible, I rely on Eurostat, which collects data from
the migration ministries of EU member states. Eurostat provides data on the joint
distribution of age, sex, country of origin, and the protection status of asylum seek-
ers. I use the latter variable to distinguish between "humanitarian asylum seekers"
(HAS) and "other asylum seekers" (OAS). International asylum laws require Euro-
pean countries to host HAS while they do not have to host OAS. Hence, a key task of
migration ministries is to distinguish between these two types of asylum seekers. To
that end, ministries try to identify HAS and grant them positive protection status but
reject asylum applications by OAS. Thus, whether they have granted positive protec-
tion status to an asylum seeker is likely indicative of whether he is a HAS. Moreover,
it indicates whether the asylum testimony is consistent or not because this is the
major factor that migration ministries use when deciding on asylum applications.
When using data from Eurostat, I pool data for the years 2015-2020 to focus on the
refugee crisis.2

Eurostat does not provide information about asylum seekers’ previous occupa-
tions, language skills, religious denominations, or vulnerability. To assess the reli-

2. The main influx of asylum seekers during the refugee crisis happened in 2015 and 2016.
However, many decisions of migration ministries on the legal status of asylum seekers were made
years later.
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gious denomination of actual asylum seekers, I combine data on the countries of ori-
gin with data on the distribution of religious denominations of asylum seekers from
these countries of origin. I take estimates for the latter from Siegert (2020), who cal-
culates them based on the IAB-BAMF-SOEP survey among asylum seekers (Brücker,
Rother, and Schupp, 2018). The sample is based on asylum seekers who made their
application in Germany between 2013 and 2016, at the time of the refugee crisis.
A distinguishing feature of this study is that asylum seekers are interviewed inde-
pendently of the result of their application. This makes it possible to derive separate
estimates for OAS and HAS. Moreover, the dataset includes a large sample of about
10,000 asylum seekers and was designed to be representative of the universe of
asylum seekers in Germany (Babka von Gostomski et al., 2016; Brücker, Rother,
Schupp, et al., 2016; Jacobsen et al., 2019). Germany was by far the most frequent
destination for asylum seekers in absolute numbers. Still, estimates for the charac-
teristics of those who apply for asylum in other countries are biased if these people
systematically differ from those who apply in Germany. I use data from Schröder,
Zok, and Faulbaum (2018) and Brücker, Rother, Schupp, et al. (2016) to infer the
distribution of previous occupations and knowledge of the host country’s language
of asylum seekers. Both studies present survey-based evidence for asylum seekers in
Germany. To estimate the frequencies of the vulnerability categories distinguished
by Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) for HAS and OAS separately, I use
the survey data from Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018) in which asylum seekers
self-reported their vulnerabilities. Section 2.A provides an overview of the asylum
seeker characteristics regarding all variables.

2.3 The Method

Let there be a group A containing k asylum seekers (1, 2, ..., k). An electorate decides
whether to host (accept) or return the whole group A to their country of origin. To
this end, each member of the electorate either votes for "accept A" or "return A." I use
the share of the electorate that votes for acceptance as a measure of the acceptance
of asylum seekers and label this measure "acceptance rate." Compared to qualitative
survey items which ask subjects whether "many," "some," or "few" immigrants should
be allowed to enter or whether immigration should be "reduced significantly," this
measure is arguably easier to interpret and more comparable between countries
and points in time. Terms like "many" and "few" might differ in meaning between
countries and over time. In contrast, the meaning of "send back" and "accept" are
more clearly defined.

2.3.1 Estimating Acceptance Rates for Individual Asylum Seekers

To consider acceptance rates for an individual asylum seeker, let the group of asy-
lum seekers A be a singleton (k= 1). Let there be l characteristics of the single
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asylum seeker a: c1
a, c2

a, ..., cl
a ∈ {0, 1}. The asylum seeker either has characteristic ci

a
(ci

a=1) or a reference characteristic (ci
a=0). For instance, ci

a = 1 might denote that
the asylum seeker is male while ci

a = 0 denotes that the asylum seeker is female. I
summarize these characteristics in the type-vector ta = (c1

a, ..., cl
a). Furthermore, let

α denote the true acceptance rate for an asylum seeker with type ta = (0,0, ..., 0)
and β = (β1, ...,βl) the vector of true effects of these characteristics relative to the
reference characteristic on the acceptance rate.

I estimate the acceptance rate, ara, for asylum seeker a of type ta as

ara = a + b · ta, (2.1)

where a and b are estimates for α and β respectively, estimated by OLS from a
regression equation of the form

1[r accepts a]r,a = a + b · Xr,a + ϵr,a. (2.2)

Here, 1[r accepts a]r,a equals one if respondent r accepted asylum seeker a to immi-
grate and zero else and Xr,a includes all characteristics Bansak, Hainmueller, and
Hangartner (2016) employ, excluding one reference category for each variable.
Hence, to get the acceptance rate for a particular asylum seeker, I sum up all the
effects of the acceptance rates of the characteristics that define him. This estimation
framework relies on several assumptions to yield reliable estimates. First, most rele-
vant variables have to be included in X. Second, the estimates for α and β have to
be unbiased. Third, interaction effects between asylum seeker characteristics have
to be negligible.

Regarding assumption one, most essential variables are included because this
is how they were chosen. Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) carefully
reviewed the existing literature on determinants of attitudes towards immigrants to
select the characteristics that are most important in determining acceptance towards
them. This suggests that including additional variables in X would not strongly alter
the results.

Concerning assumption two, the type of vignette study I employ has been shown
to be indicative of real-world decision-making by Hainmueller, Hangartner, and Ya-
mamoto (2015).3 They find that conjoint experiments yield valid estimates of β , the

3. The authors use the fact that naturalizations of immigrants in many Swiss municipalities have
been decided by plebiscites after voters are informed about the applicants’ characteristics. They run
conjoint experiments in these municipalities and provide subjects with the same type of information as
they would see in a real referendum. They then compare the results of real referendums and conjoint
studies through OLS regressions of the form

ya = α + β · Xa + ϵa,

where yi is an indicator variable that equals one if applicant a is accepted by the plebiscite and zero
else, and Xa is a matrix that contains applicant characteristics.
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coefficients on the characteristics. However, they also find α to be biased upwards.
Hence, while conjoint experiments allow researchers to assess how characteristics
translate into the likelihood of acceptance, the level of acceptance is overestimated.
The latter finding implies that the acceptance rates I estimate below are biased up-
wards. However, since the estimates for the acceptance rates turn out to be very low,
correcting this bias would not alter but rather strengthen the conclusions.

Regarding assumption three, Section 2.B shows that 1) coefficients on interac-
tion effects are small compared to main effects and 2) the number of significant
interaction effects is only slightly larger than expected by chance while half of all
main effects are significant at the 5% level. I conclude that omitting interaction ef-
fects does not strongly bias estimates for the acceptance rates while simplifying the
analysis substantially.

2.3.2 Estimating Acceptance Rates for Groups of Asylum Seekers

Let there be a group of asylum seekers A consisting of k> 1 individuals (1,...,k). Let
there be l characteristics of the group c1

A, c2
A, ..., cl

A, and each of these characteristics
is obtained in A with frequency f1

A , ..., f l
A ∈ [0, 1]. Let t be a vector that includes all of

these frequencies, i.e., tA = (f1
A , ..., f l

A). Furthermore, let βj be the true effect on the
acceptance rate of f j

A = 1 compared to f j
A = 0 for any j ∈ {1, ..., k}. Consequently, let

β = (β1, ...,βl) be the vector of true effects of the characteristics on the acceptance
rate and α the true acceptance rate for a group of asylum seekers who all have the
reference characteristics regarding each variable (tA = (0, ..., 0)).

This paper focuses on three groups of asylum seekers. First, it considers the
case where A contains all adult Asylum Seekers that migrated to Europe during the
refugee crisis (group AS). Second, it distinguishes between those who migrated for
humanitarian reasons and those who came to Europe for other reasons. To make
this distinction, I use the fact that each asylum seeker vignette included a "reason
for migrating" variable. There, subjects were directly told whether the asylum seeker
migrated due to persecution or economic reasons. I define an asylum seeker whose
vignette states that he migrated due to persecution humanitarian asylum seeker
(HAS), while I label all asylum seekers who have been stated to have migrated be-
cause of economic reasons as other asylum seekers (OAS).

I estimate the acceptance rate for group A ∈ {AS, HAS, OAS} with type tA as

arA = a + tA · b, (2.3)

where a and b are estimates for α and β respectively and obtained from a regression
of the form

1[r accepts a]r,a = a + b · Xr,a + ϵr,a. (2.4)

Here, r is an index for the respondent in the vignette study who either accepts or
rejects immigration by an asylum seeker a belonging to group A. Xr,a includes all
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characteristics Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) employ, excluding the
reference categories. For example, about 70% of all HAS aremen. Hence, to calculate
arHAS, I multiply the coefficient on the male indicator by 0.7 and add the result to
the intercept.⁴

There are two ways to interpret this measure. First, one could interpret it as the
acceptance rate for the average HAS/OAS. Second, this measure can be interpreted
as the acceptance rate for the whole group of HAS/OAS seen as one entity under
the assumption that the acceptance rate for a group of asylum seekers is the linear
combination of the acceptance rates of the individual asylum seeker contained in A.
Kaufmann (2018) argues that when faced with an individual migrant, people rather
empathize with him and, thereby, are more likely to accept him. On the other hand,
groups are rather perceived as abstract entities with which it is much harder to iden-
tify or empathize. This implies that the acceptance rate for a group of migrants is
weakly lower than the average acceptance rate for all migrants individually. There-
fore, the following estimates might alternatively be viewed as an upper bound for
the true acceptance rates that would result if Europeans were to choose between
taking in or returning all asylum seekers of a certain group.

2.4 Results

2.4.1 Attitudes toward Hypothetical Asylum Seekers

Figure 2.1 summarizes acceptance rates for all hypothetical asylum seeker vignettes
by the asylum seeker type they belong to. The boxplot on the left summarizes accep-
tance rates for all asylum seeker vignettes while the other two boxplots refer only
to HAS or OAS respectively.⁵

The boxplot regarding AS in total reveals that more than three-quarters of asy-
lum seeker vignettes were rejected by amajority of Europeans. However, the range of
acceptance rates is large because Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) con-
sidered quite different asylum seekers. The most positively evaluated asylum seeker
vignettes were accepted by nearly 70% of respondents, while acceptance rates for
the most negatively evaluated asylum seekers are close to 10%.

The other two boxplots show that much of this variation can be explained by
a distinction between HAS and OAS. Even though there are huge differences in
demographic characteristics between OAS, all types of OAS would be rejected by
a Europe-wide referendum according to the point estimates. This is even true for

4. Section 2.A provides an overview of the distribution of asylum seeker characteristics by type
and Section 2.C discusses in detail how I matched observational data on characteristics to vignettes.

5. The boxplots for HAS and OAS are identical except for a constant difference. This is driven by
the fact that in this analysis, I plot the acceptance rates for hypothetical AS with otherwise identical
demographics. I adjust for group differences between HAS and OAS in Section 2.4.2.
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Figure 2.1. Boxplots of Acceptance Rates for Different Asylum Seekers by Type
Note: Boxplots summarize acceptance rates for all asylum seekers, humanitarian asylum seekers, and other
asylum seekers with various characteristics. Acceptance rates are estimated through Equation 2.1

types of OAS that likely elicit higher acceptance rates than most real OAS. One ex-
ample is a 21-year-old female Christian who speaks the host country’s language
fluently and has worked as a doctor before leaving her country of origin. This find-
ing strongly suggests that nearly all OAS that apply would have been rejected if the
European population had been asked. The fact that the depicted acceptance rates
serve as upper bounds for the true acceptance rates does not qualitatively change
this conclusion but strengthens it.

Let’s now turn to the HAS. Themedian lies close to the 50% threshold, indicating
that about half of the HAS vignettes would have been accepted in a Europe-wide
plebiscite while the other half would have been rejected. Hence, while Europeans
vehemently oppose OAS immigration, there is more disagreement regarding HAS.
It matters for the implementability of a policy whether majorities oppose or accept
it. My results indicate that it is hard to implement policies that aim to host OAS. If
undertaken nonetheless, policymaking will be at odds with voters’ attitudes which
have been shown to be associated with distrust in democratic institutions and the
rise of populist parties (Stecker and Tausendpfund, 2016; Bakker, Jolly, and Polk,
2022; Günther, 2022; Kübler and Schäfer, 2022).

However, what acceptance rates correspond to the asylum seekers that actually
immigrated to Europe during the refugee crisis? To answer this question, I combine
data on attitudes toward asylum-seekers with data on asylum-seeker characteristics.
Section 2.A discusses the true characteristics of asylum seekers who immigrated
during the European refugee crisis in detail. To sum up, according to Europeans,
most actual asylum seekers have less desirable characteristics than asylum seeker



2.4 Results | 111

vignettes. For instance, in about one in seven vignettes, it was indicated that the asy-
lum seeker had worked as a doctor. Similarly, about a third of hypothetical asylum
seekers speak the language of the hist country fluently upon arriving. As shown in
Section 2.A, the actual share that has worked as doctors or in similarly prestigious
occupations is much lower, and good skills in the host country’s language were vir-
tually non-existent. Because Europeans are more likely to accept highly skilled and
those who speak their language, acceptance rates for real asylum seekers tend to
be lower than those shown in Figure 2.1. Hence, acceptance rates for most real asy-
lum seekers lie in the lower part of the boxplots. This further strengthens the result
that Europeans generally reject OAS. I now go beyond this qualitative description by
developing a quantitative measure for the acceptance rates toward asylum seekers,
which combines information on the preferences of Europeans and information on
the actual characteristics of asylum seekers.

2.4.2 Attitudes toward Real Asylum Seekers

Figure 2.2 shows the acceptance rate toward the average real AS, HAS, and OAS,
respectively, based on Equation 2.3. Preference data is pooled across all European
countries in my dataset. The actual share of HAS among all asylum-seekers dur-
ing the refugee crisis was about 48% based on national European asylum ministries
data, as further discussed in Section 2.A. The acceptance rate for the average asylum
seeker is about 36%. Hence, 64% of Europeans would have rejected immigration by
the average asylum seeker if they had been well informed about his true character-
istics. This estimate is precisely estimated and significantly different from 50%.
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Figure 2.2. Acceptance Rates for the Average Asylum Seeker by Type
Note: The vertical axis depicts acceptance rates for the average total of asylum seekers, humanitarian asy-
lum seekers, and other asylum seekers, respectively, and 95% confidence intervals based on robust stan-
dard errors. Estimates are derived from Equation 2.3.



112 | 2 Would Europeans Accept Immigrants If They Knew Them?

However, acceptance depends strongly on whether the asylum seeker is a HAS
or an OAS. The difference in the acceptance rates between the average HAS and
the average OAS equals more than 25 percentage points. My estimates suggest that
about 49% of European citizens reject hosting the average HAS. However, I cannot
reject the hypothesis that a majority favors HAS immigration at the 5% level of
significance. Either way, the general population has no strong tendency to accept or
reject the average humanitarian asylum seeker. In stark contrast, the acceptance rate
for the average OAS is estimated to equal just under 24%. Hence, a huge majority
of 76% favor sending back the average OAS, and I can reject the hypothesis that a
majority favor OAS-immigration.

These results confirm that most Europeans oppose immigration by OAS, while
the average European appears indifferent toward hosting HAS. These preferences
broadly align with the fundamental idea behind modern asylum laws, which have
been designed to distinguish between HAS and OAS and oblige countries to host
HAS but not to host OAS. However, because about half of all asylum seekers are
OAS, most Europeans are opposed to immigration by the average asylum seeker or
viewed differently by the total of asylum seekers.

2.4.2.1 Attitudes toward Real Asylum Seekers by Country of Respondent

So far, I have pooled responses from all European countries. Do these Europe-level
results mask important between-country heterogeneity? Figure 2.3 depicts accep-
tance rates for all AS, HAS, and OAS for 15 countries. Bars indicate the estimated
acceptance rate for AS, HAS, and OAS by the respondent’s country.
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Figure 2.3. Acceptance Rates for the Average Asylum Seeker by Type and Country
Note: The horizontal axis shows the country of the respondent. The vertical axis depicts acceptance rates for
the average total of asylum seekers, humanitarian asylum seekers, and other asylum seekers, respectively.
Estimates come from Equation 2.3. The figure also depicts 95% confidence intervals. Standard errors are
clustered at the spectator level.
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Regarding the total average asylum seeker, the acceptance rate varies between
a minimum of about 23% in the Czech Republic and a maximum of just under 50%
in Spain. Except for Spain, estimates are significantly below 50% in every country.
Hence, in every country considered, majorities would be opposed to immigration by
the average asylum seeker if they were well informed about his characteristics.

Regarding HAS, all acceptance rates are between 38% and 59%. Spain and Ger-
many have the highest acceptance rates, while Poland and the Czech Republic have
the lowest. Acceptance rates are significantly larger than 50% Norway and close to
being significantly larger in Spain and Germany. At the same time, estimates are
significantly lower than 50% in the Czech Republic and Poland and close to being
significantly lower in the UK. In all other countries, I cannot reject the hypotheses
that estimates are above or below 50%. Hence, majorities in some European coun-
tries are opposed to asylum seekers who flee war or persecution, while majorities
in other European countries accept them.

Acceptance rates for OAS are significantly lower than those for HAS in every
country. Moreover, I can reject the hypothesis that citizens of any of the 15 coun-
tries were willing to let in the average OAS at the 5% level of significance. Even in
the countries that took in the most asylum seekers and are typically seen as very
open toward immigration, like Sweden and Germany, the acceptance rates for OAS
are quite low (between 24% and 27%). Hence, despite acceptance rates for OAS dif-
fering quantitatively between countries, majorities in all countries agree that OAS
should not be allowed to immigrate.

It matters for the political implementability of policies whether majorities op-
pose or reject a policy. Immigration by asylum seekers is a cross-national European
issue. Hence, implementing effective immigration policies requires the approval of
each, or at least most, countries. Consequently, the implementability of Europe-wide
immigration policies strongly depends on whether majorities in most countries can
agree on it. Hence, these country-level results suggest that policies preventing OAS
from entering Europe are easier to implement than policies denying or grating entry
to HAS.

2.4.2.2 Attitudes toward Real Asylum Seekers by Political Orientation of Respondent

Figure 2.4 depicts attitudes toward asylum seekers by political orientation. Respon-
dents were asked to place themselves on a 5-point political left-right spectrum from
"Far Left" to "Far Right". I pool respondents from all countries. Reassuringly, accep-
tance rates tend to be lower for subjects who identify as more right-wing.

Focusing on acceptance for the total average asylum seeker reveals that majori-
ties on the political left, the center, the right, and the far right would all oppose
immigration by the average asylum seeker if they were well-informed about his
characteristics. Only those on the far left predominantly accept immigration by the
average asylum seeker and only by a small margin.



114 | 2 Would Europeans Accept Immigrants If They Knew Them?

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

Far Left Left Center Right Far Right
Political orientation of respondent

A
cc

ep
ta

nc
e 

ra
te

AS type
Total
HAS
OAS

Figure 2.4. Acceptance Rates for the Average Asylum Seeker by Type and Political Attitude
Note: The vertical axis depicts acceptance rates for the average total of asylum seekers, humanitarian asy-
lum seekers, and other asylum seekers, respectively by political attitude of the survey respondent. Data is
pooled across Europe.

Acceptance rates toward HAS reveal that the country- and Europe-level accep-
tance rates around 50%mask opposing attitudes by those on the political left and all
other citizens. About 67% of those on the far left and 64% on the left accept immi-
gration by the average HAS. In contrast, estimates for acceptance rates among those
on the center, the right, and the far right are below 50%. Thus, HAS-immigration is
a question that Europeans with different political orientations are divided on. Conse-
quently, it might be hard to reach a consensus between political camps on whether
to accept immigration by humanitarian asylum seekers or not.

Regarding OAS, attitudes differ much less between citizens with different polit-
ical orientations. All estimates are between 20% and 42%. Hence, although there
is more acceptance among left-leaning individuals concerning OAS, even those on
the far left predominantly oppose immigration by OAS. This shows that opposition
to OAS migration is not confined to the political right but is shared across the po-
litical spectrum. Consequently, policies that aim at denying entry to OAS might be
relatively easy to implement politically.

2.4.2.3 Attitudes toward Real Asylum Seekers along Other Dimensions

How do acceptance rates for HAS and OAS depend on other demographic charac-
teristics? Instead of dividing the subject sample by country or political orientation, I
split it along age groups (Figure 2.D.2), immigrant status (Figure 2.D.3), occupation
categories (Figure 2.D.4), and sex (Figure 2.D.5) in the appendix. The results dis-
played in these figures are consistent with the previous literature on demographic
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differences regarding immigration attitudes. For example, the very young are the
age group most supportive of asylum seekers, and females are more likely to accept
asylum seekers than males.

Despite these differences, the pattern documented above is remarkably similar
across all sample splits. In all of these splits for all groups considered, the accep-
tance rate for the average total asylum seeker is below 50%. This is even true for
subgroups that have been found to be very pro-immigrant-like students. Acceptance
rates are even lower and more similar between subgroups regarding OAS. In con-
trast, most subgroups have acceptance rates close to 50% regarding HAS. Moreover,
in all dimensions, point estimates for HAS acceptance rates are below 50% for some
subgroups while those are above 50% for others. Hence, again, I find that majorities
are united in all subgroups of all considered dimensions to keep OAS out of their
countries, while groups are divided on whether to host or send back HAS.

Some additional findings are noteworthy. First, while I find that younger individ-
uals tend to have higher acceptance rates, I also find the relationship to be non-linear.
Both the very old and the very young seem to be most welcoming toward AS, while
the middle-aged favor a more restrictive immigration policy. Age differences regard-
ing divisive cultural topics like immigration have been argued to reflect a "silent rev-
olution" in which each generation tends to be more progressive than the previous
one, ultimately resulting in progressive cultural values replacing traditional ones.
The rise of populist parties across western countries is seen as a cultural backlash by
the old against this development (Norris and Inglehart, 2019). This prominent the-
ory has strong policy implications. For instance, Norris and Inglehart (2019) have
argued based on this theory that the rise of populism is a temporary phenomenon
and will disappear as the very old die. Following this logic, simply riding out the
rise of populism might be the best response for non-populist parties. While it is far
beyond the scope of this article to test the cultural backlash hypothesis, the evidence
presented here is not fully consistent with it. Contrary to what the theory predicts,
the very old seem to be rather welcoming toward all groups of asylum seekers com-
pared to most other age groups. In particular, this suggests that as the very old die,
the electorate might become more resistant to immigration, the opposite of what
the cultural backlash hypothesis predicts.

Second, while much research has been done on attitudes toward immigrants,
much less research has been conducted on the attitudes toward immigrants. Fig-
ure 2.D.3 compares the acceptance rates of those who were born themselves in their
country of residence and those that were not. Surprisingly, the acceptance rates are
very close on average.

Finally, Figure 2.D.4 reveals variation in asylum seeker attitudes regarding occu-
pation categories. Students are much more welcoming toward all groups of asylum
seekers. Acceptance rates are also high among those who are unemployed and not
searching for a job, while those who are unemployed but searching have much lower
acceptance rates. The disabled have the lowest acceptance rates.
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In sum, a broad informed consensus exists across countries, political camps, age
groups, occupations, and other demographic dimensions that asylum seekers who
did not migrate for humanitarian reasons should not be allowed to immigrate to
Europe. In contrast, the average members of different demographic groups disagree
on immigration by asylum seekers who migrated for humanitarian reasons. In par-
ticular, those on the political right and the center oppose it, while the vast majority
on the political left favor it.

2.5 Conclusion

Most Europeans state in surveys that they prefer fewer immigrants coming to their
countries. Recent evidence indicates that these attitudes might be driven by mis-
perceptions Europeans hold about the characteristics of immigrants. This paper de-
velops an estimation technique to estimate attitudes toward immigrants that unin-
formed people would have if they were well-informed about the actual character-
istics of immigrants. Moreover, the present paper employed this method to assess
"informed" attitudes toward asylum seekers who immigrated during the refugee cri-
sis to Europe.

The results indicate that misperceptions cannot explain opposition to immigra-
tion by asylum seekers. Even when well-informed, a large majority of Europeans
oppose the immigration of most who apply for asylum. Still, acceptance strongly
depends on the characteristics of asylum seekers. A crucial distinction is whether
asylum seekers migrated due to fear of war or other reasons, like economic opportu-
nities. In some countries, a slight majority of citizens accept immigration from those
fleeing wars, while in other countries, a slight majority opposes such immigration.
In contrast, most citizens of all countries and social groups that I considered oppose
immigration by asylum seekers who do not flee wars or persecution.

Hence, policies meant to hinder immigration by asylum seekers who do not flee
wars, or persecution are relatively likely to receive much support from majorities
in all European countries and social groups. Thus, such policies might be relatively
easy to implement. In contrast, policies aimed at taking in war refugees are likely
controversial and hard to implement.
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Appendix 2.A Demographic Characteristics of Asylum Seekers

This section assesses differences in the demographic composition of accepted and
rejected asylum seekers (AS). Although the latter groups are not necessarily identical
to HAS and OAS, respectively, they are related to them. Accepted AS are considered
HAS by the host country, while rejected AS are considered OAS by the host country.
To assess differences in the demographic structure of accepted and rejected asylum
seekers, I use data from Eurostat if available. I pool data for the years 2015-2020
to focus on applications made by those who immigrated during the refugee crisis.
During this time period, about 48% of applicants were granted some form of positive
protection status, while the remaining applications were rejected.

Figure 2.A.1 depicts the shares of males and females among accepted and re-
jected, respectively, in the form of a stacked bar chart. The majority of AS are male.
The fraction of males among the accepted AS is slightly lower among the accepted
than among the rejected AS (62% vs. 67%).
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Figure 2.A.1. Shares of Males and Females among Accepted and Rejected Asylum Seekers
Note: The vertical axis depicts the shares of males and females among accepted and rejected asylum seekers
who applied for asylum in Europe between 1.1.2015 and 31.12.2020.

Figure 2.A.2 depicts information on the age distributions. As can be seen from
the pooled distribution on the left, most AS are young, the majority being not older
than 34, and only very few being older than 64. Moreover, a large share of AS was
underage when their asylum application was handed in. Age distributions of rejected
and accepted asylum seekers are similar. There are more minors among the accepted
AS than the rejected AS (40% of the accepted and 31% of the rejected). Conversely,
more young adults (18-34) are among the rejected than among the accepted (49%
vs. 42%). The share of older people among both groups is again similar.

In Figure 2.A.3 I compare religious denominations by AS group. Because Euro-
stat does not provide data on religious beliefs, this data is taken from a large-scale
survey among AS in Germany. More details on the calculation can be found in Sec-
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Figure 2.A.2. Age Distributions of Accepted and Rejected Asylum Seekers
Note: Stacked bar charts illustrate the age distributions of accepted and rejected asylum seekers who ap-
plied for asylum in Europe between 1.1.2015 and 31.12.2020.

tion 2.C. As apparent from the figure, Muslims are a majority among both accepted
and rejected AS. However, they make up a larger share of the accepted (about 73%)
than the rejected (about 60%). Sizable shares of either group are Christians (about
15% of the accepted and 31% of the rejected), while those without a confession form
small minorities in either group. Hence, the two groups of AS differ more regarding
religious beliefs than age and gender.
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Figure 2.A.3. Frequencies of Religious Beliefs of Accepted and Rejected Asylum Seekers
Note: Stacked bar charts illustrate the distributions of religious beliefs of accepted and rejected asylum
seekers who applied for asylum in Europe between 1.1.2015 and 31.12.2020.

Finally, Figure 2.A.4 illustrates distributions regarding countries of origin. More
than half of all accepted AS came from Syria. Other notable countries of origin of
the accepted AS include Afghanistan, Iraq, and Eritrea. In total, more than 85%
of accepted AS originate from these four countries. Notably, these countries either
suffered from civil wars (Syria, Afghanistan, and Iraq) or repressive dictatorships
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(Eritrea) in the time frame under consideration. In contrast, most rejected AS do
not originate from these four countries. For instance, only about 5% of rejected AS
came from Syria. In general, the distribution of rejected AS seems to be much less
concentrated in a few countries. Instead, most of them come from many (mostly
developing) countries, and the number of rejected AS from these countries is of-
ten only in the thousands. These findings are consistent with European Migration
Agencies classifying AS correctly. Civil wars do not necessarily involve the whole
country, especially in countries that traditionally lack a strong central authority as
many middle eastern countries do. Hence, a civil war in one’s country does not nec-
essarily mean that one is affected. Therefore, not all migrants from these countries
should be considered HAS. Still, one would expect that accepted AS primarily orig-
inates from countries suffering from military conflicts. Among the rejected AS, in
contrast, countries affected by conflict should not be over-represented strongly.
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Figure 2.A.4. Countries of Origin of Accepted and Rejected Asylum Seekers
Note: Stacked bar charts illustrate the distributions of countries of origin of accepted and rejected asylum
seekers who applied for asylum in Europe between 1.1.2015 and 31.12.2020. Shares do not sum to one
because not all countries of origin are included in the figure.

In sum, the data suggests that demographic differences between accepted and
rejected AS are moderately large. Although they do originate from different coun-
tries, most countries of origin for either group are developing countries. Differences
regarding age and gender are small, while differences regarding religious beliefs are
moderately large.

Appendix 2.B More on How to Measure the Acceptance Rate

2.B.1 Distinguishing Humanitarian from Other Asylum Seekers

Figure 2.B.1 is taken from Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016). They use
their data to estimate OLS regressions of the form
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1[r accepts a]r,a = α + β · Xa + ϵr,a

where 1[r accepts a]r,a indicates whether survey respondent r accepted the immi-
gration of asylum seeker a to his country. Xa is a matrix that contains all potential
characteristics of a shown in Table 2.E.1 and Table 2.E.2 as dummy variables (exclud-
ing one for each variable as reference category), and β is the vector of corresponding
coefficients.

These coefficients are shown with 95% confidence intervals pooled for all coun-
tries in Figure 2.B.1. For instance, the figure shows that the average European is ten
percentage points less likely to accept Muslim asylum seekers than Christian asylum
seekers.

I use the "reason for migrating" characteristic to distinguish HAS from OAS. This
variable can take on the following values: "migrated for economic reasons," migrated
due to ethnic persecution," "migrated due to religious persecution," and "migrated
due to political persecution." I define an asylum seeker as an OAS if he migrated
for economic reasons and be a HAS otherwise. Deciding on which form of persecu-
tion to use to define HAS is more complicated. HAS might migrate for either form
of persecution. However, Figure 2.B.1 shows that for Europeans, it doesn’t matter
much whether a migrant is persecuted for his political beliefs, ethnicity, or religious
affiliation. The estimates are quantitatively very similar and not significantly differ-
ent from each other. For simplicity, I assume that all HAS are persecuted for their
political beliefs.

2.B.2 The (Ir)relevance of Interaction Effects

The estimation of informed attitudes in Section 2.3 focuses on the main effects on
characteristics and omits interaction effects between them. This simplification is
necessary to reduce the required computing power to make the analysis feasible on
ordinary computers. However, excluding interaction effects might bias the results if
they are quantitatively large and significant. To assess whether that is the case, I
run the following regression:

1[r accepts a]r,a = a +
∑

j∈J

bj · 1a,j +
∑

k∈J ̸=j

bj,k · 1a,j · 1a,k + εr,a, (2.B.1)

where 1[r accepts a]r,a is an indicator for whether respondent r accepted asylum
seeker a, J is a set containing all potential asylum seeker characteristics (exclud-
ing the reference categories) and 1a,j is an indicator for whether asylum seeker a
has characteristic j. In contrast to Equation 2.4 estimated in the main part, Equa-
tion 2.B.1 also includes all second-order interaction effects between characteristic
indicators, excluding the reference categories.

Figure 2.B.2 shows two histograms. The blue histogram shows the distribution
of the coefficients on the main effects from Equation 2.B.1. As can be seen, the ma-
jority of interaction effects have a coefficient very close to zero, and few interaction
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Figure 2.B.1. Effects of Asylum Seeker Characteristics on the Probability to Be Accepted by Euro-
peans
Note: This figure is taken from Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016). Characteristics as shown on the
vertical axis. For each variable, one characteristic is omitted as the reference category. The horizontal axis
shows the effect that an asylum seeker characteristic has on the probability of being accepted by Europeans
relative to the reference characteristic.

effects are large. The distribution of coefficients on main effects looks very different.
Relatively few observations are close to zero, and the distribution is much wider than
that of the interaction effects. This suggests that interaction effects are unimportant
compared to the main effects quantitatively.
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Figure 2.B.2. Histograms of Coefficients of Main- And Interaction Effects
Note: The horizontal axis shows the size of regression coefficients. The blue bars form a histogram of co-
efficients on all main effects included in Equation 2.B.1. The red bars form a histogram of coefficients on
interaction effects included in Equation 2.B.1.

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

−5.00 −3.50 −1.96 0.00 1.96 3.50
T−statistic

F
re

qu
en

cy

Interaction
Main

Figure 2.B.3. Histograms of T-Statistics of Main- And Interaction Effects
Note: The horizontal axis shows the size of t-statistics. The blue bars form a histogram of t-statistics of all
main effects included in Equation 2.B.1. The red bars form a histogram of t-statistics of all interaction effects
included in Equation 2.B.1.

Figure 2.B.3 presents a similar exercise regarding statistical significance. It de-
picts histograms of t-statistics instead of coefficients. Vertical lines indicate the
thresholds for significance at the 5% level. The histogram for the t-statistics of the
interaction effects is bell-shaped and centered around its mode at zero. 6% of the
interaction effects are significant at the 5% level of significance, slightly more than
would be expected due to chance. In contrast, the histogram for t-statistics of main ef-
fects does not resemble a normal distribution. Its mode is below zero, and t-statistics
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are much more dispersed than those of the interaction effects. Much of the distribu-
tion lies outside the vertical lines at 1.96 and -1.96. Exactly half of all main effects
are significant at the 5% level.

Hence, the main effects are not only larger than interaction effects, but they
are also more frequently statistically significant. Especially the fact that interaction
effects are only slightly more often significant than expected under chance suggests
that omitting them from the analysis does not strongly bias the results.

Appendix 2.C Matching Characteristics of Real Asylum Seekers
to the Experimental Data

This section explains how I match the experimental data with the data on real AS
characteristics. To infer subjects’ attitudes toward real asylum seekers from their at-
titudes toward hypothetical asylum seeker vignettes elicited by Bansak, Hainmueller,
and Hangartner (2016), I weigh their attitudes toward hypothetical vignettes with
the frequencies of real asylum seekers with the same characteristics as the vignettes.
To this end, I construct the asylum seeker type-vectors tHAS, tOAS and tAS (used in
Equation 2.3), which contain the frequencies of characteristics of true asylum seek-
ers. In the following, I consider all characteristics in order and explain how I match
vignette descriptions to real data for each variable.

Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) distinguish between males and
females and randomly assign each gender with equal probability to the vignettes.
To match data on real asylum seeker characteristics to the hypothetical vignettes,
the type vectors need to contain the true frequencies of males and females among
asylum seekers. To this end, I employ data from Eurostat described in more detail in
Section 2.A. The data contains the shares of males and females among accepted and
rejected asylum seekers who applied for asylum in any of the (old) 28 EU countries.
Figure 2.A.1 shows these shares among all first-time asylum applicants who applied
for asylum between 2015 and 2020. In total, about 62% of all rejected AS that came
to Europe between 2015 and 2020 were men. The share of males is a bit higher
among the OAS at about 67%. Hence, for instance, tOAS = (..., share males among
OAS, ...) = (..., 0.67,...) and tAS = (..., share males among HAS, ...) = (..., 0.62,...).

To estimate the impact of age on the acceptance of natives, Bansak, Hainmueller,
and Hangartner (2016) randomly assigned one of three age categories (21 years, 38
years, 62 years) to the vignettes. I compile corresponding data of real asylum seek-
ers from Eurostat again. Eurostat provides the shares of several age groups among
asylum seekers who applied in any of the (old) 28 EU countries between 2015 and
2020. Figure 2.A.2 shows these shares for the total of asylum seekers, HAS, and OAS.
The age groups (18-34-year-old; 35-64-year-old; 65+ year-old) broadly fit the cate-
gories distinguished by Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016). Consequently,
I match the age categories from Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) and
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the age ranges from Eurostat in the following way: I match 21-year-old and 18-34-
year-old, 35-64-year-old and 38-year-old and finally 65+-year-old and 62-year-old.
It is hard to fit in the children in this picture because Bansak, Hainmueller, and
Hangartner (2016) did not ask the respondents to rate children. Therefore I focus
on attitudes toward adults. Hence, to fill tHAS, tOAS, and tHAS, I calculate the shares
of the three age groups from the Eurostat data among the adults for each group.

Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) also inform subjects about the
country of origin of the immigrant. They randomly assign the vignettes to one out
of seven potential countries of origin: Syria, Afghanistan, Kosovo, Eritrea, Pakistan,
Ukraine, and Iraq. Figure 2.B.1 shows how each of these categories affects the ac-
ceptance rate. Syrian origin is the omitted category. Europeans generally have a
higher likelihood of accepting Syrian migrants. On the other hand, Europeans do
not seem to distinguish between the other countries, which strengthens the idea that
it’s mainly the special inhumane conditions in Syria at the time and their salience
that lead to the greater acceptance of Syrians. Hence, it seems to be most relevant
to distinguish between Syrians and non-Syrians.

Figure 2.A.4 shows the distribution of country of origins of HAS, OAS, and all
AS. It is based on data from Eurostat. I use this data to calculate relative frequencies
for each country of origin distinguished by Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner
(2016) for AS, HAS, and OAS separately. While few HAS originated from countries
not shown to subjects by Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016), about 65%
of OAS did. Because Europeans do not strongly distinguish between countries of
origin other than Syria, I assign to all AS who migrated from a country that is not in
the Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) data the mean of the coefficients
of all non-Syrian countries.

Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) randomly assigned one of six pre-
vious occupations to the vignette: unemployed, cleaner, farmer, accountant, teacher,
and doctor. Eurostat does not provide information on the occupation of asylum seek-
ers. The best data I am aware of comes from Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018).
He presents results from a survey among 1,880 asylum seekers in Germany, which
has been by far the most frequent destination country for asylum seekers during the
refugee crisis. I take frequencies of the AS’s former occupations from figure 1 in the
paper and match these categories manually to the categories used by Bansak, Hain-
mueller, and Hangartner (2016). Both papers contain an Unemployment-category
which I match. I consider the "Cleaner" and "Farmer" categories from Bansak, Hain-
mueller, and Hangartner (2016) as examples for blue-collar workers, and I assume
that most blue-collar occupations would have similar effects on European accep-
tance rates (the effects of the cleaners and workers dummy are very similar). I con-
sider the following occupations from the Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018) blue-
collar and occupations with similar skill levels: craftsmanship, Support activities (in-
dustrial, factory, and warehouse work), Transport (logistics and traffic), Agriculture,
forestry, fishing, Engineering (IT, electrical professions, technical professions), con-
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struction, street trading, Motor vehicle sector, soldier housework, retirement, others
(given that blue-color is by far the most frequent occupation and only 2.4% are in
that category).

I consider the categories accountant a typical white-collar occupation andmatch
it to the following white-collar occupations from Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum
(2018): Office, banks, insurance, Public service, Hotel, and restaurant industry,
church, public safety, services, Small-scale self-employment, arts. Moreover, I match
the teacher category from Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) with the
"Teaching professions"-category from Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018). Lastly, I
match the doctor category from Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) with
the categories Medical professions, chemical professions, laboratory and Manage-
ment positions, and company management because these occupations are presti-
gious and require a high skill level.

To estimate the real share of asylum seekers belonging to the larger Bansak,
Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) categories, I sum up the relative frequencies
of their respective finer sub-categories used by Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018).
Information on these sub-categories is provided in figure 1 in Schröder, Zok, and
Faulbaum (2018). This procedure enables classifying about 84% of asylum seekers (I
cannot classify students). As Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018) do not distinguish
between HAS and OAS, I use the same weights for all types of AS.

The variable religion is captured by Bansak, Hainmueller, andHangartner (2016)
by a categorical variable that can take on one of three values; Muslim, Christian, and
agnostic. Because Eurostat does not provide data on religious affiliation, I take data
from Siegert (2020). He provides information on the religious affiliation of a sample
of those who applied for asylum in Germany between 2013 and 2016 by country
of origin but does not distinguish between rejected and accepted asylum seekers.
However, HAS and OAS might differ regarding their religious affiliations. To derive
different distributions for the two groups, I use the fact that HAS, OAS, and AS differ
mainly regarding their country of origin. Moreover, the religious affiliation of asylum
seekers varies strongly by country of origin. Hence, I estimate the share of a religious
belief rel ∈ {Muslim, Christian, Agnostic} among the group g ∈ {AS, HAS, OAS} as

sharerel,g =
#Syriansg

||g||
·
#rel Syrian AS
#Syrian AS +

#Afghansg

||g||
·
#rel Afghans AS
#Afghan ASg

+

#Iraqig
||g||

·
#rel Iraqi AS
#Iraqi AS +

#Eritreansg

||g||
·
#rel Eritrean AS
#Eritreans AS +

#AS with Other Nationalitiesg

||g||
·
#rel AS with Other Nationalities
#AS with Other Nationalities .

Data on the national group sizes and the total number of AS are taken from Eu-
rostat. The shares of the religious denominations by nationality of the four main
countries of origin are taken from figure 5 in Siegert (2020). To calculate the
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share of the religious beliefs among AS from other countries I combine this data
with data on the relative size of the countries of origin in the IAB-BAMF-SOEP-
dataset taken from Brücker, Rother, and Schupp (2018). In particular I calculate
x :=

# AS with Other Nationalities and religion rel
# AS with Other Nationalities from the following equation:

#relAS
# Total AS =

#Syriansg

# Total AS ·
#rel Syrian AS
#Syrian AS +

#Afghansg

# Total AS ·
#rel Afghans AS
#Afghan ASg

#Iraqig
# Total AS ·

#rel Iraqi AS
#Iraqi AS +

#Eritreansg

# Total AS ·
#rel Eritrean AS
#Eritreans AS +

#AS with Other Nationalities
# Total AS · x.

This procedure makes it possible to classify the vats majority of accepted and re-
jected AS (94.11% and 96.76% respectively) as either Christian, Muslim or Agnostic.
In order to preserve the upper-bound property of my estimates for the acceptance
rates I assume that all non-classified AS are Christians, given that they are the group
most preferred by Europeans.

Another proxy for the skill level is the ability to speak the language of the host
country. As can be seen in Figure 2.B.1, Europeans indeed strongly favor those that
speak the host country’s language fluently over those that do not or are only broken.
Again, data on that variable is rather sparse. To my knowledge, the best available
evidence comes from Brücker, Rother, and Schupp (2018), which estimates that
over 90% of AS had no knowledge of German when they arrived. This puts more
than 90% into the worst category as measured by the preferences of the Europeans.
Again, this evidence does not distinguish between HAS and OAS. I assume that the
remaining 10% spoke the host country’s language fluently to ensure that my esti-
mates constitute upper bounds for the true acceptance rate. Regarding this variable,
I do not distinguish between accepted and rejected AS.

Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) describe asylum seekers’ vulnera-
bility through five categories. They distinguish between asylum seekers who have
post-traumatic stress disorder, have been tortured, have no surviving family, or are
handicapped. Compiling objective data on the frequencies of these vulnerabilities
among asylum seekers is near impossible because of the confusing circumstances in
many countries of origin and flight routes. In the absence of objective measures, I
use data on subjective assessments of HAS reported by Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum
(2018). They report results from interviews conducted among 2,021 refugees who
migrated to Germany between 2017 and 2018 regarding their vulnerability. Cru-
cially, they were asked about their vulnerability in a way that makes their responses
comparable to the categories distinguished by Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner
(2016).

The main drawback of this type of data is that refugees are likely to exaggerate
their vulnerability to generate more sympathy for them or because they fear that
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the interviews might be used to determine whether their applications are justified.
Hence, taking the data at face value likely exaggerate the vulnerability of asylums
seekers which biases acceptance rates upwards because Europeans aremore likely to
accept vulnerable asylums seekers as apparent from Figure 2.B.1. Therefore, using
this data preserves the fact that estimates are an upper bound for the true acceptance
rates.

Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018) ask asylum seekers whether they made
war experiences, were attacked by the military, had disappeared relatives, expe-
rienced violence in connection with their flight, experienced torture, had been in
other life-threatening situations, had been in camp detention, or hostage detention
or incommunicado detention, witnessed torture, killings or sexual violence, whether
significant others died violently, whether they experienced other seriously stressful
events, whether they were sexually assaulted or raped and finally whether they
made none of these experiences. I take the shares of refugees who state that they
had made these experiences from figure 2 in their paper.

To associate the vignette data of Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016)
with the data on real characteristics of Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018) I
match the following categories: the "None" category from Bansak, Hainmueller,
and Hangartner (2016) with the "None of that" category from Schröder, Zok, and
Faulbaum (2018), the no surviving family" category from Bansak, Hainmueller, and
Hangartner (2016) with the "death of significant others" and "disappeared relatives"
categories from Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018)⁶, and the "torture" category
from Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) with the "experience of torture"
category from Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018). Moreover, I assume that every
asylum seeker who did report making any of the traumatising experiences elicited in
Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum (2018) has post traumatic stress disorder. Regarding
the "handicapped" category used by Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016) I
use the fact that 0.2924% of refugees interviewed by Schröder, Zok, and Faulbaum
(2018) reported visiting a doctor due to a handicap.

OAS are asylum seekers that asylum ministries classify as having not migrated
due to a threat of violence. Hence, I assume that the vulnerability of OAS does not
differ notably from the vulnerability of ordinary citizens. Hence, I assume that all
OAS have no vulnerability. Certainly, some OAS are disabled or have no surviving
family left. However, the vulnerabilities were presented in the context of asylum
seekers. Hence, survey respondents likely interpreted these as special vulnerabilities
that resulted from war or persecution in the asylum seekers’ homeland, which OAS
do not have by definition.

6. Asylum seekers might have surviving family members even though some significant others
died and some of their relatives disappeared. Hence, the category used by Bansak, Hainmueller, and
Hangartner (2016) expresses a more severe vulnerability which preserves the upper bound property
of the acceptance rate estimates.
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The last variables to be discussed are the reason for migrating and the consis-
tency of the asylum testimony. Both variables are closely related to whether an AS
is a HAS or an OAS. I assume that all OAS migrated due to economic opportuni-
ties, which is the only non-humanitarian reason given by Bansak, Hainmueller, and
Hangartner (2016) and probably the most important non-humanitarian reason for
AS to come to Europe. Note that the coefficients for all other reasons for migrating
are very similar. Without good data to rely on which of these forms of persecution
(political, religious, ethnic) is most relevant (such data is probably hard to gener-
ate given that these categories are not exclusive and will often induce each other),
I take the mean of all three coefficients and add it to the acceptance rate of HAS.
Lastly, I assume that all asylum testimonies of HAS have no consistency. This is likely
because inconsistencies should not arise if an AS is truly a HAS. After all, such an
AS should have a consistent testimony by simply stating what has happened to him.
On the other hand, OAS could not hand in a testimony with any chance of being
accepted that is consistent and true. I, therefore, assume that all testimonies of OAS
have major inconsistencies.
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Appendix 2.D Additional Figures

Figure 2.D.1. Two Examples for the Vignettes Used By Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner
(2016)
Note: This figure is taken from Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016). It shows vignettes for two hy-
pothetical asylum seekers as shown to the subjects in Bansak, Hainmueller, and Hangartner (2016). The
leftmost column shows variables. The other two columns show the characteristics that the two asylum
seekers have regarding these variables.
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Figure 2.D.2. Acceptance Rates for the Average Asylum Seeker by Type and Age Group
Note: The vertical axis depicts acceptance rates for the average total of asylum seekers, humanitarian asy-
lum seekers, and other asylum seekers, respectively, by age group of the survey respondent. I also depict
95% confidence intervals. Standard errors are clustered at the spectator level. Data is pooled across Europe.
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Figure 2.D.3. Acceptance Rates for the Average Asylum Seeker by Type and Immigration Back-
ground
Note: The vertical axis depicts acceptance rates for the average total of asylum seekers, humanitarian asy-
lum seekers, and other asylum seekers, respectively, separately for survey respondents who were born in
their country of residence and those that were not. I also depict 95% confidence intervals. Standard errors
are clustered at the spectator level. Data is pooled across Europe.
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Figure 2.D.4. Acceptance Rates for the Average Asylum Seeker by Type and Occupation
Note: The vertical axis depicts acceptance rates for the average total of asylum seekers, humanitarian asy-
lum seekers, and other asylum seekers, respectively, by occupation category of the survey respondent. I
also depict 95% confidence intervals for both groups and all countries. Standard errors are clustered at the
spectator level. Data is pooled across Europe.
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Figure 2.D.5. Acceptance Rates for the Average Asylum Seeker by Type and Sex
Note: The vertical axis depicts acceptance rates for the average total of asylum seekers, humanitarian asy-
lum seekers, and other asylum seekers, respectively, by sex of the survey respondent. I also depict 95%
confidence intervals. Standard errors are clustered at the spectator level.
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Appendix 2.E Additional Tables

Table 2.E.1. Possible Characteristics of Asylum Seeker Vignettes (I)

Testimony consistency Gender Country of Origin Age Previous occupation
Value 1 No inconsistencies Male Syria 21 Unemployed
Value 2 Minor inconsistencies Female Afghanistan 38 Cleaner
Value 3 Major inconsistencies Kosovo 62 Farmer
Value 4 Eritrea Accountant
Value 5 Pakistan Teacher
Value 6 Ukraine Doctor
Value 7 Iraq

Table 2.E.2. Possible Characteristics of Asylum Seeker Vignettes (II)

Vulnerability Reason for migrating Religion Language skills
Value 1 None Political persecution Christian Fluent
Value 2 PTSD Religious persecution Agnostic Broken
Value 3 Victim of Torture Ethnic persecution Muslim None
Value 4 No surviving family Economic opportunities
Value 5 Handicapped
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Chapter 3

Inherited Inequality and the
Dilemma of Meritocracy⋆

Joint with Timo Freyer

3.1 Introduction

In a meritocratic society, inequality is considered to be just if it reflects factors within
but not outside individuals’ control. However, individuals are often not responsible
for their outcomes themselves but benefit differentially from the efforts of others.
For example, a child may be lucky to inherit abundant resources acquired by its
parents, while another child is born into less favourable circumstances. Such inher-
ited inequality1 exposes a fundamental tension in the meritocratic logic. On the one
hand, individuals are entitled to decide how to spend their earned resources, which
includes the right to transfer them to others. On the other hand, if two individuals
are not involved in the process that generates inequality between them, such in-
equality does not reflect their individual achievements. In the parent-child example,
if one pair of parents works particularly hard such that their children "can have a
better life", they have merited to see their child reap the benefits of their efforts.

⋆ We thank Johannes Goldbeck for excellent research assistance, Thomas Dohmen, Sebastian Kube,
Moritz Schularick, and Florian Zimmermann for their outstanding supervision, and Johannes Abeler,
Peter Andre, Christian Apenbrink, Roland Bénabou, Alexander Cappelen, Armin Falk, Simon Gächter,
Luca Henkel, Chui-Yee Ho, Thomas Kohler, Michael Kosfeld, George Loewenstein, Anna Schulze-
Tilling, Louis Strang, and audiences at ESA Bologna, NSEF PhD & Postdoc Workshop Naples, Fairness
and the Moral Mind Virtual Workshop, and IAME Applied Micro Coffee Bonn for constructive com-
ments. Funded by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under
Germany’s Excellence Strategy – EXC2126/1-390838866.

1. With inherited inequality we refer to inequality between individuals that originates from the
actions of others. Hence, we interpret the term "inherited" broadly. Our definition encompasses inequal-
ity between children who profit differentially from the actions of their parents, but also inequality
between people who benefit to a differential extent from their friends, coworkers, or compatriots.
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However one child has not merited more favourable circumstances than the other.
By meritocratic standards, inherited inequality is just and unjust at the same time
and confronts meritocrats with a dilemma—the dilemma of meritocracy.

The dilemma of meritocracy is central to various policy debates. Consider as an
example the debate on the estate tax. Here, people who seemingly endorse the same
fairness ideal—themeritocratic one—can end up taking diametrically opposed posi-
tions. Some contend that bequests are a result of the testator’s hard work and usually
conclude that it is unfair to redistribute. In this vein, it has been argued that "[s]ince
the accumulation of a substantial estate is one of the motivations that drive people
to work hard, a death tax on saving is indirectly a tax on work" (Posner, 2014). Other
people stress that it was certainly not the heir’s efforts that generated the bequest
and label inheritances as unmerited income, concluding that it should be heavily
taxed. For instance, US investor Warren Buffet is quoted in Obama (2006) saying
that "[w]hen you get rid of the estate tax, you’re basically handing over command
of the country’s resources to people who didn’t earn it". Hence, the meritocratic fair-
ness ideal is being used as a justification for policies at opposite ends of the political
spectrum.

A potential explanation for this disagreement is that people differ in whether
they prioritize meritocratic fairness toward the benefactors or the beneficiaries. Dif-
ferent priorities may, in turn, translate into different views on policies and demand
for redistribution in the context of inherited inequality. To develop policies that are
politically implementable and meet the fairness preferences of citizens, it is there-
fore necessary to better understand people’s attitudes toward economic inequality
and, in particular, how they deal with the dilemma of meritocracy.

In pursuit of this aim, this study introduces a stylized theoretical framework that
formalizes how individuals evaluate (inherited) unequal distributions and reports re-
sults from a survey experiment that puts its predictions to the test. The framework
covers situations in which money is distributed between two individuals who each
benefit from the effort of an associated worker. An impartial spectator observes this
situation and makes a fairness judgment based on his or her fairness ideal. This
setup nests the case of noninherited inequality, where a beneficiary and the associ-
ated worker are identical and, therefore, being fair toward workers is the same as
being fair toward beneficiaries. If beneficiaries and their associated workers are not
identical, however, meritocrats need to balance two potentially conflicting fairness
views: if the two workers exert different levels of effort, the distribution that is con-
sidered fair toward the two workers may be different from the distribution that is
considered fair toward the two beneficiaries, who both exert no effort. Given that
fairness toward the workers calls for no redistribution whereas fairness toward the
beneficiaries demands full equalization, individuals face a dilemma because they
infringe meritocratic fairness no matter how they redistribute. Because beneficia-
ries merit similar but inherit different outcomes, meritocrats may be less willing to
accept inherited inequality as compared to noninherited inequality.
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The corresponding experiment builds on the impartial spectator paradigm
(Konow, 2000; Cappelen, Konow, et al., 2013) and consists of two stages. In the earn-
ings stage, an initial distribution of $10 between two stakeholders is determined. In
the first of two treatment dimensions, we vary whether the two stakeholders them-
selves work on a real-effort task to generate earnings (Noninherited Inequality),
or whether they each profit from the work of a real-life friend (Inherited Inequal-
ity). In the second treatment dimension, we vary whether workers complete the
same fixed number of tasks and the initial distribution is determined by a random
draw (Luck), or whether workers choose how many tasks to complete and the ini-
tial distribution is proportional to the relative number of completed tasks (Effort).
In the redistribution stage, we sample 543 impartial spectators representative of
the general US population who can redistribute the $10 between pairs of workers
(Noninherited Inequality conditions) or workers’ friends (Inherited Inequal-
ity conditions). Based on the treatment variation in the earnings stage, we imple-
ment a 2× 2 within-subjects design in the redistribution stage: spectators make
redistribution decisions for each of the four types of situations. For each situation,
they observe the initial distribution and workers’ relative effort before they deter-
mine the final allocation. Spectators are impartial in the sense that they have no
stakes in the distribution themselves. Because redistribution is costless, we interpret
the final allocation as the allocation they consider fair.

Besides the absence of spectator self-interest, this experimental setting has a
number of additional advantages. First, it allows to abstract from other factors that
affect distributional preferences and support for redistributive policies, such as ef-
ficiency considerations or trust in the government (Almås, Cappelen, and Tungod-
den, 2020; Stantcheva, 2021). Second, the comparability of redistribution decisions
across experimental conditions enables us to isolate how variations in our two di-
mensions of interest—whether the initial distribution is tied to workers’ relative
efforts or based on a random draw, and whether beneficiaries are responsible for
their outcomes themselves or not—affect which distribution spectators find fair. Fi-
nally, while the intergenerational transmission of wealth will be our leading example,
the phenomenon that individuals derive advantages from the achievements of oth-
ers is more widespread. Besides inheriting from family members, people might also
profit differentially from friendship ties, coworkers, or their countries’ institutional
environments. Hence, studying fairness preferences in an abstract setting may yield
insights into behavior, policy preferences, and fairness views in a variety of settings
that have inherited inequality in general and the dilemma of meritocracy in partic-
ular at their core.

Our empirical results are in line with our theoretical framework and yet sur-
prising. Consistent with the existing literature, we find that in the Noninherited
Inequality & Luck condition redistribution levels are substantially higher than in
Noninherited Inequality & Effort (Cappelen, Falch, and Tungodden, 2020).
Spectators equalize about 80% of the initial inequality on average in the Luck case
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but only about 5% in the Effort case. Comparing redistribution levels between the
two Luck conditions reveals that spectators redistribute in a similar way when ben-
eficiaries profit from the random draw of their friends compared to a random draw
of themselves. In the Effort domain, however, spectators indeed redistribute signif-
icantly more if inequality is inherited. While in the Noninherited Inequality &
Effort condition spectators equalize 5% of the inequality in the initial distribution,
this share increases to 8% in Inherited Inequality & Effort.

The key takeaway though is that spectators redistribute a small fraction of the
initial inequality in Inherited Inequality & Effort, close to the Noninherited
Inequality & Effort benchmark but far away from the Luck benchmark of 80%.
In other words, most spectators handle the dilemma of meritocracy by prioritizing
fairness toward the benefactors over fairness toward the beneficiaries. This result
seems to be a general feature of the US population, as it does not vary much by
demographic variables like age, gender, or political ideology. Hence, there appears
to be a broad consensus among US citizens that inherited inequality is acceptable
as long as it is merited by those who bequest.

We examine potential reasons why spectators tend to handle the dilemma of
meritocracy in favor of the benefactors by analyzing open-ended responses in which
spectators explain their redistribution decisions. Consistent with their decisions,
most spectators state to redistribute based on the workers’ (and not their non-
working friends’) relative efforts in the Inherited Inequality & Effort condition.
Zooming in on spectators who acknowledge the dilemma, i.e. that they infringe
meritocratic fairness irrespective of how they redistribute, reveals a more instruc-
tive consideration behind redistribution decisions: many of these spectators argue
that neither of the two non-working friends is entitled to any payoff anyways, such
that fairness toward the workers receives a much larger weight in their decision
process. Under the assumption that workers prefer their own friends to receive the
earnings they have merited through their efforts, this relative weighting of conflict-
ing fairness judgments calls for the low level of redistribution that we observe in the
experiment.

These considerations suggest that spectators observe workers’ relative efforts,
derive their relative entitlements, and then implement redistribution decisions try-
ing to take into account (in particular the more industrious worker’s) preferences
over the distribution of payoffs between passive friends. To substantiate that this is
a common rationale behind spectator’s decisions, we explore how decisions are asso-
ciated with spectators’ (incentivized) beliefs about workers’ preferred distributions
of the $10 between their own and the other worker’s friend. Indeed, spectators who
believe that workers prefer distributions that more strongly favor their own friends
redistribute less. Despite being neither causal nor conclusive, these observations sug-
gest that spectators prioritize meritocratic fairness toward workers and try to respect
workers’ distributional preferences.
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Due to the within-subjects design employed in the spectator stage, we can re-
late a given spectator’s decisions across the four treatment conditions. Both within
the Noninherited Inequality and the Inherited Inequality domain, we use
this feature to classify spectators into one of three fairness types that have received
the most attention in the literature, and a residual type: egalitarians who prioritize
equality and always redistribute, libertarians who prioritize property rights and per-
sonal freedom and never redistribute, and meritocrats who prefer distributions that
reflect relative efforts. In the Noninherited Inequality domain, we can classify
all but one spectator into one of the three fairness types. By far the most preva-
lent fairness type is the meritocratic one (76%), followed by libertarians (21%) and
only few egalitarians (3%). Most spectators display similar redistribution patterns
in situations with Noninherited Inequality and Inherited Inequality. While
we observe some switching between meritocrats and libertarians that is not in line
with our theoretical framework, more than 85% of the spectators behave in a way
that is consistent. We conclude that our theoretical framework can accommodate
spectators’ redistribution behavior well.

We also relate our experimental measures of fairness preferences to attitudes to-
ward various redistribution-related policies including income and estate taxation,
disability and unemployment insurance, and support for equal opportunity pro-
grams. Because redistribution decisions across Noninherited Inequality and In-
herited Inequality situations are highly correlated both within the Luck and the
Effort domain, we apply a factor analysis to reduce the four behavioral measures
elicited in the experiment to two factor variables. One of these factor variables cap-
tures variation in redistribution behavior in the Luck domain while the other one
captures variation in redistribution behavior in the Effort domain. We find that
more redistribution in the experiment is related to more support for redistribution
regarding all policies. This suggests that the fairness preferences identified in this
experiment are a fundamental preference underlying attitudes towards various poli-
cies.

Finally, researchers who seek to relate survey responses to individual fairness
preferences may often not have the resources to accommodate a thorough experi-
mental elicitation of these preferences. We validate that unincentivized survey ques-
tions included in the post-experimental questionnaire correlate strongly with the ex-
perimentally elicited preferences in Noninherited Inequality situations. Hence,
these survey items may constitute an economical alternative in the presence of or-
ganizational constraints.

This paper contributes to a growing literature that explores how contextual and
personal factors determine individuals’ fairness views and redistributional prefer-
ences (Cappelen, Falch, and Tungodden, 2020). With regard to personal factors,
it has been studied how redistributional preferences are associated with risk pref-
erences (Gärtner, Mollerstrom, and Seim, 2017), depend on experienced inequal-
ity (Roth and Wohlfart, 2018), and respond to information on intergenerational
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mobility (Alesina, Stantcheva, and Teso, 2018) or inequality and the tax system
(Kuziemko et al., 2015). In terms of contextual factors, it is well documented that
many people reject inequality that is based on luck but accept inequality if stake-
holders are responsible for their outcomes, for example due to investment decisions
(Cappelen, Hole, et al., 2007), effort provision (Cappelen, Sørensen, and Tungod-
den, 2010; Cappelen and Tungodden, 2017; Andre, 2022; Cappelen, Mollerstrom,
et al., 2022; Schaube and Strang, 2022), or risk-taking (Cappelen, Konow, et al.,
2013; Mollerstrom, Reme, and Sørensen, 2015). Relative to this literature, our study
differs in two key aspects: first, we are primarily interested in situations where indi-
viduals are not responsible for their outcomes themselves but profit—potentially to
a differential extent—from the actions of others. Second, the situations studied in
existing papers usually yield interesting decision problems because individuals face
uncertainty regarding decision-relevant aspects of the situation, such as to what
extent the initial distribution is based on factors within versus outside individuals’
control. In contrast, in our case individuals who endorse a meritocratic fairness ideal
face a non-trivial decision problem even if they are perfectly informed about all rel-
evant aspects of the situation; the dilemma originates from the fact that they will
infringe meritocratic fairness no matter how they redistribute.

Our results may also help to explain why many people oppose redistributive poli-
cies. Several studies show that people’s preferences regarding redistributive policies
are strongly related to whether they find inequality fair or unfair (Alesina and An-
geletos, 2005; Alesina and Giuliano, 2011; Stantcheva, 2021). At the same time,
economic inequality is often inherited either directly through bequests or indirectly
through differential education, social environments, and parenting (Bowles and Gin-
tis, 2002; Björklund, Roine, and Waldenström, 2012; Chetty, Hendren, and Katz,
2016; Kosse et al., 2020). Hence, our finding that individuals tend to consider in-
equality as fair if it is based on effort at some stage suggests that people may reject
redistributive policies based on fundamental fairness preferences. Faced with two
similarly unattractive options, many people might perceive inherited inequality or
unequal opportunity as the lesser evil and prioritize rewarding the efforts of those
who pass on resources.

While Bowles and Gintis (2002) and Stantcheva (2021) briefly discuss the
dilemma of meritocracy and Benabou (2000) and Piketty and Saez (2013) study
related issues theoretically, Cohen, Maltz, and Ofek-Shanny (2022) is most closely
related to our paper. They employ the impartial spectator design to experimentally
study fairness preferences in a setting where inequality between two non-working
individuals originates from the decision of a worker who has to pass on all earned
money to one of these two individuals. Contrary to our results, they find that im-
partial spectators redistribute between the non-working subjects in a similar way as
between two workers who are randomly assigned unequal initial endowments. A
key difference to our design, where workers generate payments for real-life friends,
is that in Cohen, Maltz, and Ofek-Shanny (2022) the worker can differentiate be-
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tween the two individuals only based on their favorite hobbies, which they had to
list beforehand. Because the non-working subjects are otherwise strangers to the
worker, spectators may wonder whether the worker would not actually prefer an
egalitarian split. Notably, the design of Cohen, Maltz, and Ofek-Shanny (2022) re-
quires workers to pass on all of the money to one individual, precluding an equal
split. If spectators indeed try to respect workers’ preferences — as our analysis sug-
gests — one would then expect redistribution toward an egalitarian split, which
is common in the luck case. Hence, the results in Cohen, Maltz, and Ofek-Shanny
(2022) can be well reconciled with ours.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section 3.2 introduces the
theoretical framework to study fairness preferences under inherited inequality in
general and the Dilemma of Meritocracy in particular. Section 3.3 details the exper-
imental design, Section 3.4 outlines the empirical strategy, and Section 3.5 reports
the results. Finally, Section 3.6 concludes.

3.2 Theoretical Framework

We are primarily interested in situations where individuals are not responsible for
their outcomes themselves but profit—potentially to a differential extent—from the
efforts of others. In such situations, fairness judgments may not only need to take
into account whether inequality reflects differential luck or differential efforts but
also balance fairness toward individuals who generated payments and toward indi-
viduals who receive these payments. To accommodate these situations, we extend
the framework in Cappelen, Konow, et al. (2013) and Almås, Cappelen, and Tungod-
den (2020) to allow for cases of inherited inequality, in which the person responsible
for an outcome is not identical to the person who receives that outcome. We derive
behavioral hypotheses in Section 3.4.3, after introducing the experimental design.

3.2.1 Setup

We study distributional preferences in a situation in which a fixed sum of money P
is distributed between two individuals ("beneficiaries" BX and BY), who each bene-
fit from the effort of an associated worker (WX and WY). Workers exert effort for
their respective beneficiaries because they are interested in their well-being; for ex-
ample, one may think of workers as parents caring for their respective child. Let
eWi
≥ 0 denote the effort of worker i ∈ {X, Y} and eBX

= eBY
= 0 the effort of the two

beneficiaries, who are entirely passive. After workers have exerted effort, an initial
distribution of P between the two beneficiaries is realized, which may depend on ef-
fort levels and a random process. This distribution is described by (s0, 1− s0), with
s0 being the initial (relative) share of BX . Without loss of generality, we assume that
BX is the initially weakly disadvantaged beneficiary, i.e., s0 ≤ 0.5.
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Consider an impartial spectator who observes this situation and contemplates
whether the distribution is fair or should be altered. The spectator is impartial in the
sense that he does not receive a material benefit but incurs disutility if he perceives
the distribution between the two beneficiaries to be unfair. We assume that the
spectator’s utility function is given by

V(s|σ) = −
α

2
(s − sf

W(σ)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

deviation from
what is fair

toward workers

)2 −
1 − α

2
( s − sf

B(σ)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

deviation from
what is fair

toward beneficiaries

)2. (3.1)

In that expression, σ encodes information about the situation. The spectator’s fair-
ness judgments in situation σ are expressed by the relative shares sf

W(σ) and sf
B(σ),

which describe the distributions (sf
L(σ), 1− sf

L(σ)), L ∈ {W, B}, that the spectator
considers fair toward the workers and beneficiaries, respectively. Quadratic loss func-
tions capture the disutility from distributions that deviate from what is considered
fair, and α ∈ [0, 1] governs how the spectator balances fairness toward workers and
beneficiaries. Solving the corresponding maximization problem yields the distribu-
tion the spectator finds fair overall, given by

sr(σ) = α sf
W(σ) + (1 − α) sf

B(σ). (3.2)

Under the given functional form assumptions, the spectator’s preferred distribution
is a linear combination of the distribution considered fair toward the workers and
the distribution considered fair toward the beneficiaries, with weights α and 1−α,
respectively.

3.2.2 Fairness Types, Fairness Judgments, and the Dilemma of Meritocracy

Let us turn to the question of how spectators make fairness judgments. We follow the
literature by assuming that spectators endorse either an egalitarian (E), libertarian
(L), or meritocratic (M) fairness type τ.

Egalitarians (τ = E):. An egalitarian is convinced that total resources should be
distributed equally in any case. Hence, the distribution perceived fair toward work-
ers as well as beneficiaries is given by sf

W(σ)= sf
B(σ)= sf (σ)= 1

2 . Because perceived
fair shares coincide, egalitarians do not encounter a conflict in the case of inherited
inequality, and the preferred distribution is sr(σ)= 1

2 .

Libertarians (τ = L):. A libertarian does not value equality but advocates the
opposing standpoint that one should not intervene in the allocation process and
therefore accepts the initial allocation. The perceived fair distributions are given by
sf
W(σ)= sf

B(σ)= sf (σ)= s0 and the overall preferred distribution is sr(σ)= s0.
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Meritocrats (τ =M):. In between, meritocrats think that distributions should re-
flect individual merits: sf

L(σ)=
eLX

eLX+eLY
if eLX

+ eLY
> 0 and sf

L(σ)= 1
2 if eLX

+ eLY
= 0,

with L ∈ {W, B}. Hence, in the case of inherited inequality, meritocrats may face a
dilemma: because beneficiaries do not exert any effort but their associated workers
may exert different levels of effort (eWX

̸= eWY
), it follows that sf

B =
1
2 but usually

sf
W = eWX

/(eWX
+ eWY

) ̸= 1
2 — merit judgments conflict! As a consequence, merito-

crats need to balance fairness toward workers and beneficiaries, and the overall
perceived fair share is given by

sr(σ) = α
eWX

eWX
+ eWY

+ (1 − α)
1
2

. (3.3)

We denominate this phenomenon the Dilemma of Meritocracy. If one worker
chose to exert higher effort for the sake of his beneficiary than the other, this pulls the
meritocrat toward a distribution between beneficiaries that reflects these differences
in effort. Conversely, both beneficiaries are passive and nonemerited more resources
than the other, which pulls the meritocrat toward an egalitarian distribution. The
weighting parameterα that governs how this dilemma is handledmay be interpreted
as the relative importance of the workers’ and the beneficiaries’ perspectives in the
meritocrat’s overall fairness judgment.

3.2.3 Noninherited Inequality

Our framework nests the case of noninherited inequality studied in existing re-
search, where each worker is identical to his associated beneficiary, Wi ≡ Bi. This
implies that eWi

= eBi
and fairness judgments toward workers and beneficiaries co-

incide for all fairness types: sf
W = sf

B = sf . The spectator’s utility function collapses to
V(s|σ)= − (s− sf (σ))2, and the solution is simply sr(σ)= sf (σ), such that one reob-
tains the formulation used in Cappelen, Konow, et al. (2013) and Almås, Cappelen,
and Tungodden (2020).

3.3 Experimental Design

Our experiment builds on the impartial spectator paradigm (Konow, 2000; Cappe-
len, Konow, et al., 2013) and consists of two stages. In the earnings stage, an initial
(pre-redistribution) allocation of $10 between two stakeholders is determined. In
the redistribution stage, impartial spectators may redistribute the $10 between the
two stakeholders to determine the final (post-redistribution) allocation. We are pri-
marily interested in spectators’ redistribution decisions; the earnings stage is used
to incentivize these decisions.
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3.3.1 The Earnings Stage

In the earnings stage, we implement four treatment conditions in a between-subjects
design. In all conditions, subjects work on a real-effort task in which they have to
reposition sliders into the middle position (Gill and Prowse, 2012). Each task has a
fixed duration of 30 seconds and requires repositioning five sliders, which is easy to
achieve. Hence, completing tasks is solely a matter of effort and time, but not abil-
ity. After workers have completed their participation, they are divided into pairs of
two. Treatments differ in two dimensions. One dimension varies whether the initial
distribution of the $10 is determined by a random draw ("Luck") or reflects the rela-
tive number of completed tasks ("Effort"). The other dimension varies whether the
$10 is distributed between a pair of workers themselves ("Noninherited Inequal-
ity") or whether each worker designates a real-life friend and the $10 is distributed
between the two friends of a pair of workers ("Inherited Inequality"). Working
with real-life friends has organizational advantages over, for example, the stricter
requirement that workers designate a beneficiary among their family members. At
the same time, friendship ties capture two central aspects of relationships between
benefactors and beneficiaries that may be prerequisites for the dilemma of meri-
tocracy: there is a meaningful relationship between workers and their friends, and
workers are more altruistic toward their own friend than toward the friend of the
other worker (Gächter, Starmer, and Tufano, 2015).

The 2x2 variation in the earnings stage results in the following four conditions
which are summarized in Table 3.1:

• Noninherited Inequality & Luck: Workers complete exactly 20 tasks. $10
are distributed between the two workers of a pair. The initial distribution is
determined by a random draw. Each distribution is equally likely.

• Noninherited Inequality & Effort:Workers choose to complete between
0 and 40 tasks. $10 are distributed between the two workers of a pair. The initial
distribution corresponds to the relative number of completed tasks.

• Inherited Inequality & Luck: Workers complete exactly 20 tasks. Each
worker chooses a real-life friend, and $10 is distributed between the workers’
friends. The initial distribution is determined by a random draw. Each distribu-
tion is equally likely.

• Inherited Inequality & Effort: Workers choose to complete between 0
and 40 tasks. Each worker chooses a real-life friend, and $10 is distributed be-
tween the workers’ friends. The initial distribution corresponds to the relative
number of completed tasks.

Before they start working, workers know whether they generate earnings for
themselves or a real-life friend and how the initial allocation is determined. They
also know that another person’s decision may affect their (or their friend’s) payoff,
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Table 3.1. Features of Treatment Arms

Treatment $10 distr. betw. # Tasks completed Initial allocation

Noninherited Ineq. & Luck Workers ex = ey = 20 s0 ∼ U[0, 1]
Noninherited Ineq. & Effort Workers ex, ey ∈ [0, 40] s0 = ex/(ex + ey)
Inherited Ineq. & Luck Workers’ friends ex = ey = 20 s0 ∼ U[0, 1]
Inherited Ineq. & Effort Workers’ friends ex, ey ∈ [0, 40] s0 = ex/(ex + ey)

Notes: ex and ey denote the number of tasks by worker X and Y, respectively. U[·] denotes the
uniform distribution and s0 denotes the share of the $10 allocated to stakeholder X according
to the initial distribution. The share of the $10 allocated to stakeholder Y according to the initial
distribution always equals 1 − s0.

but not how and why. Workers (and their friends) never observe the initial allocation
or spectators’ decisions. Friends are entirely passive.

Workers make a final decision at the end of the earnings stage. We ask workers
in the Noninherited Inequality conditions how they would distribute additional
$10 between themselves and the worker they are matched to if they could freely
decide. Likewise, we ask workers in the Inherited Inequality conditions how
they would distribute $10 between their own friend and the friend of the worker
they are matched to. Workers are incentivized to report their preferences truthfully,
as we would randomly draw one worker and implement his or her preference. We
will later refer to these decisions as dictator decisions.

3.3.2 The Redistribution Stage

In the redistribution stage, unrelated subjects ("impartial spectators") can redis-
tribute the $10 between pairs of workers or workers’ friends. Based on the four
conditions from the earnings stage, we implement a 2x2 within-subjects design in
the redistribution stage. Before they make a redistribution decision, spectators learn
whether $10 is distributed between workers or passive friends, whether the initial
allocation was determined by a random draw or according to the relative number of
completed tasks, and the initial allocation. They make their decision by entering the
final distribution in the form of relative shares of the two workers (in the Noninher-
ited Inequality conditions) or friends (in the Inherited Inequality conditions)
in a table that also contains condensed information about the situation. Figure 3.C.1
shows a screenshot of the decision screen in the Inherited Inequality & Effort
condition; the other decision screens had the same structure. To focus on the fairness
aspect of the redistribution problem, we abstract from a potential fairness-efficiency
tradeoff (Almås, Cappelen, and Tungodden, 2020) by making redistribution cost-
less.

Similar to recent studies that use the impartial spectator design (Schaube and
Strang, 2022) we employ a variant of the strategy method (Kube and Traxler,
2011). For each spectator, we construct a set of six initial allocations that consists



148 | 3 Inherited Inequality and the Dilemma of Meritocracy

of one initial allocation from a randomly drawn situation that has occurred in the
earnings stage and five hypothetical initial allocations that are constant across all
spectators. The hypothetical initial allocations were ($0.00,$10.00), ($1.00,$9.00),
($2.20,$7.80), ($3.00,$7.00), and ($3.80,$6.20).2 These initial allocations yield a
block of six situations within each of the four conditions – 24 situations in total – for
which we ask spectators to make redistribution decisions.

Spectators make redistribution decisions for all situations within a block before
they proceed to the next one. After each block, they are prompted to briefly describe
the reasoning behind their decisions. We randomize the order of blocks as well as
the order of situations within each block between subjects. Spectators know that
some situations are hypothetical and that we randomly select one spectator for each
pair of workers (friends), whose decision for the relevant situation is implemented.
Because spectators do not know whether a decision is potentially relevant or not, all
decisions are probabilistically incentivized.

After the spectators completed the redistribution part, we ask them qualitatively
to what extent they find luck-based and effort-based inequality between two indi-
viduals fair. Because it may be too expensive or time-consuming to elicit incentivized
experimental measures of fairness preferences in some surveys, it is useful to know
whether such short nonincentivized survey measures can be employed as substitutes.
Section 3.A provides evidence that they can.

Thereafter, we elicit their beliefs about workers’ dictator decisions. Separately
for workers in the Noninherited Inequality and Inherited Inequality condi-
tions, we ask spectators to guess how much workers on average kept for themselves
or gave to their own friends, respectively. Spectators receive a bonus of $0.20 for
each guess with less than $0.20 distance to the actual value, such that guesses are in-
centivized as well. Finally, spectators complete a brief questionnaire on their general
attitudes toward inequality, their assessment of various policies related to inequality
and redistribution, and additional demographics.

3.3.3 Procedures

3.3.3.1 Workers and Friends

The earnings stage was conducted online in March 2022 and implemented using
oTree (Chen, Schonger, and Wickens, 2016). Workers were recruited from the Bon-
nEconLab subject pool via Hroot (Bock, Baetge, and Nicklisch, 2014). The invitation
mail informed potential participants that some of them would be able to generate a
payment for a real-life friend. In the confirmation email, workers in the Inherited
Inequality conditions received a link that they had to pass on to a friend. Via that

2. If the initial allocation in the randomly drawn situation was identical to one of the hypo-
thetical initial allocations, the respective hypothetical initial allocation was replaced by a "backup"
allocation. This case applied for 52 spectators.
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link, friends had to give us their bank details. On the next day, the corresponding
workers received another email with a participation link only if a friend had given
us his or her bank details before, such that we could ensure to be able to make
all payments that were generated in the study. Workers in the Noninherited In-
equality conditions were informed in the confirmation email that they were not
among those participants that could generate a payment for a friend and received
an email with a participation link on the next day as well. All workers could start
immediately when they received the participation link and had time to conclude
their participation until the end of the day.

In the earnings stage itself, workers had to enter their own bank details before
they received condition-specific instructions and entered the work stage. Workers in
the Effort conditions could choose how many tasks to complete, whereas workers
in the Luck conditions had to complete exactly 20 tasks.3 After the work stage, work-
ers had to make their respective dictator decision to conclude their participation.

In total, 43 workers completed their participation in the earnings stage, 21 in
the Noninherited Inequality conditions and 22 in the Inherited Inequality
conditions. In the Nonhereditary Inequality conditions, each worker received a
fixed payment of $3, and $10 was distributed between two workers each. In the
Inherited Inequality conditions, each worker received a fixed payment of $5,
each friend received a fixed payment of $3, and $10 was distributed between two
friends each. In addition, one among all workers’ dictator decisions was randomly
selected and implemented as announced during the study. Payoffs were presented
in the form of experimental currency during the earnings stage but eventually made
in euros via bank transfer.

3.3.3.2 Spectators

The redistribution stage was conducted online in late April 2022 and implemented
using oTree as well. We recruited a sample of 552 adult US citizens via the sur-
vey provider Prolific, which has been shown to provide higher data quality than
comparable companies (Palan and Schitter, 2018; Peer et al., 2021). In addition
to incentivizing redistribution decisions, we took several measures to further pro-
mote quality responses, including two attention checks, control questions for each
block of redistribution decisions, and graphical instructions that are arguably more
engaging than large blocks of text instructions. Details and data quality checks are
presented in Section 3.B, which also provides evidence that spectators recognized
and understood the differences between treatments.

3. Workers could at most attempt 60 tasks until the work stage was automatically concluded.
One worker in the Luck conditions did not manage to complete 20 tasks with 60 attempts and did not
generate a payment, as was announced beforehand.
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Spectators were recruited in two waves within the same week.⁴ The first and sec-
ond wave contained 75 and 477 spectators, respectively. Because participants from
the first wave were not excluded from participating in the second wave, nine specta-
tors participated twice. We only include the first observation from these participants,
such that we end up with a sample of 543 spectators. The median completion time
in the first wave was 21 minutes and subjects earned a base rate of £3.03 plus bonus
payments. The median completion time in the second wave was slightly longer at
25 minutes and participants earned a base rate of £2.55 plus bonus payments. For
the second wave, Prolific recruited a sample representative of the US adult popu-
lation aged 18 or older regarding the joint distribution of age, sex, and ethnicity.
This was impossible for the first wave due to the low number of participants. Yet,
as shown in Table 3.D.1, our total spectator sample is representative of the adult
US population in terms of age, gender, and ethnicity. In contrast, our sample over-
represents the well-educated and underrepresents the top quartile of the income
distribution, which is common for survey samples (Stantcheva, 2023). The study
was preregistered at the AER RCT Registry (RCT ID: AEARCTR-0009186). The in-
structions for the spectator session and the pre-analysis plan can be accessed here:
https://doi.org/10.1257/rct.9186.

3.4 Empirical Analysis

3.4.1 Main Variables

Independent Variables. Our main independent variables are the indicators IIσ
(= 1 if situation σ features inherited inequality) and Eσ (= 1 if the initial alloca-
tion in situation σ is based on effort). Both indicators together describe the treat-
ment condition situation σ was embedded in. Further, we define the initial extent
of inequality ∆σ = 0.5− s0, which allows us to investigate whether redistribution
decisions depend on how much inequality is present in the initial allocation.

Dependent Variables. Observing that a spectator implements ($4, $6) as the final
allocation indicates very different redistributional preferences if the initial allocation
was ($2, $8) instead of ($4, $6). In the former case, the spectator reduces inequality
while in the latter inequality is left constant. To differentiate between such cases,
our analysis needs to take into account that the initial allocation varies across situa-

4. The two-wave procedure mainly served to test for technical issues. Indeed, during the first
wave, we recognized that for some of the spectators one hypothetical initial allocation was always
replaced by the backup allocation due to a bug, which we fixed immediately. Because there is nothing
inherently special about our preselected hypothetical initial allocations this is not a big issue, though,
and the respective decisions/observations are treated like all other decisions and as described in Sec-
tion 3.4.2.

https://doi.org/10.1257/rct.9186
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tions.⁵ Hence, as pre-registered, we define as our main outcome variable the extent
of redistribution implemented by spectator i in situation σ,

θi,σ =
sr
i − s0

0.5 − s0
. (3.4)

The extent of redistribution describes the fraction of inequality in the initial situa-
tion that is equalized by spectator i’s redistribution decision. θi,σ = 1 indicates that
spectator i completely equalizes payoffs in situation σ while θi,σ = 0 means that i
accepts the initial allocation. For some analyses we use the average of spectator i’s
redistribution decisions within a given condition, which we refer to as the average
extent of redistribution, θ̄i,c, c ∈ {NI-L, NI-E, II-L, II-E}.

3.4.2 Exclusion Criteria and Restricted Sample

To ensure high data quality, we remove some observations from our main sample
as preregistered. First, we drop spectators who fail both attention checks. Second,
if a spectator rushes unreasonably fast through the instructions for a given block of
redistribution decisions, we drop the decisions of that spectator for the correspond-
ing condition. Third, we only include observations for situations that all spectators
encountered because these are constant across spectators and admit a clean compar-
ison. Hence, the main sample does not include observations based on a true scenario
(except if that scenario coincides with a hypothetical one) or the backup scenario.

Based on the main sample, we further construct a restricted sample that disre-
gards observations that cannot be reconciled with the fairness ideals prevalent in the
literature, which was preregistered as well. First, we drop observations which imply
θi,σ < 0 (the spectator redistributes money from the already disadvantaged benefi-
ciary to the already advantaged beneficiary) or θi,σ > 1 (the spectator redistributes
more to the initially disadvantaged beneficiary than what would lead to a 50/50
split). While such decisions should not prematurely be characterized as "noise" or
"irrational", we cannot explain these decisions within our framework and our hy-
potheses do not pertain to such behavior. Second, we completely drop a spectator
from the restricted sample if we disregard three or more decisions of that spectator
within any of the four conditions, either because the spectator rushed or because
too many decisions imply θi,σ ̸∈ [0,1].

5. This is different from existing studies on fairness preferences in the context of noninherited
inequality, where usually one of the two workers receives all of the money in the initial distribution
(see e.g. (Cappelen and Tungodden, 2017; Almås, Cappelen, and Tungodden, 2020; Cappelen, Moller-
strom, et al., 2022; Schaube and Strang, 2022)). In that case, it suffices to normalize that the first
worker is the initially disadvantaged one (or vice versa) and consider how much that worker receives
after redistribution.
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Table 3.2. Predicted Extent of Inequality (θ, Share) by Condition and Fairness Type

Condition Egalitarians Libertarians Meritocrats
Noninherited Ineq. & Luck 1 0 1
Noninherited Ineq. & Effort 1 0 0
Inherited Ineq. & Luck 1 0 1
Inherited Ineq. & Effort 1 0 1 − α

Starting with 543 spectators and 13,032 decision observations, we end up with
543 spectators and 10,236 decision observations in the main sample and 437 specta-
tors and 8,399 observations in the restricted sample. Unless indicated differently, the
results presented in the paper are based on the restricted sample. However, results
do not differ notably if we consider the main sample or all of the 13,032 observations
for which our main outcome measure is defined, that is, where the initial allocation
is not 50/50.

3.4.3 Behavioral Predictions & Preregistered Hypotheses

The theoretical framework outlined in Section 3.2 makes nuanced individual-level
predictions about what kinds of behavioral patterns we should observe across the
four treatment conditions, given a subjects’ fairness type: egalitarians always prefer
equal distributions, libertarians always go with the initial distribution, and meri-
tocrats prefer distributions that reflect relative effort. Given that eWX

/(eWX
+ eWY

)
equals 1/2 in the Luck conditions and s0 in the Effort conditions, the expression
for the perceived fair share (Equation 3.2) collapses to numbers for each of the three
fairness types. Plugging these numbers into the definition of the extent of redistribu-
tion (Equation 3.4) yields predictions on the extent of redistribution spectators with
different fairness types implement in the different conditions. These predictions are
summarized in Table 3.2.

Assuming that all types are present in our sample, these predictions imply that
the four conditions should be ordered in terms of the average extent of redistribu-
tion as follows: θ̄NI−L = θ̄II−L ≥ θ̄II−E ≥ θ̄NI−E, with at least one of the inequalities
being strict. Based on the individual-level predictions and this expected ordering,
we derive the following four (preregistered) aggregate-level predictions that we will
formally test using ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions and clustering standard
errors on the spectator-level:

Hypothesis 3.1. Spectators redistribute less if inequality is based on effort instead of
luck.

Because this hypothesis should hold both in the noninherited inequality domain
(H1a) and — weakly — in the inherited inequality domain (H1b), we will test it
separately within both domains. Formally, we estimate the following (regression)
equation:
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θi,σ = β + βE · Eσ + δ ·∆σ + ϵi,σ. (3.5)
We preregistered to test H0 : βE = 0 against H1 : βE ̸= 0 and interpret βE < 0 and
the rejection of H0 as evidence in favour of Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 3.2. Spectators redistribute more if inequality is inherited.

Pooling the data from the Luck and Effort conditions, we estimate

θi,σ = β + βII · IIσ + δ ·∆σ + ϵi,σ, (3.6)

and test H0 : βII = 0 against H1 : βII ̸= 0 as preregistered, interpreting βII > 0 and
the rejection of H0 as evidence in favour of Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3.3. The higher extent of redistribution in the case of inherited inequality
is driven by situations in which inequality is based on effort.

To formally test whether the fact that inequality is inherited indeed only matters
if the initial allocation is based on effort, we consider the following difference-in-
difference-like regression equation:

θi,σ = β + βE · Eσ + βII · IIσ + βE,II · Eσ · IIσ + δ ·∆σ + ϵi,σ. (3.7)

In accordancewith our pre-analysis plan, we testHa
0 : βII = 0 againstHa

1 : βII ̸= 0 and
Hb

0 : βE,II = 0 against Hb
1 : βE,II ̸= 0. We interpret the results as evidence in favour of

Hypothesis 3 if we find βE,II > 0 and reject Hb
0 but not Ha

0.

Hypothesis 3.4. The higher extent of redistribution in the case of inherited inequality,
driven by situations in which inequality is based on effort, is driven by meritocrats.

Due to the within-subjects design, we can relate individual redistribution pat-
terns across conditions. We will classify spectators into the three fairness types (and
a residual type) based on their decisions in the Noninherited Inequality condi-
tions (details follow later) and estimate

θi,σ = βE + βLLi + βMMi + βNCNCi

+ βE
E Eσ + βL

EEσLi + βM
E EσMi + βNC

E EσNCi

+ βE
IIIIσ + βL

IIIIσLi + βM
II IIσMi + βNC

II IIσNCi

(3.8)
+ βE

E,IIEσIIσ + β
L
E,IIEσIIσLi + β

M
E,IIEσIIσMi + β

NC
E,IIEσIIσNCi

+ δ∆σ + ϵi,σ.

Here, egalitarians are the baseline type and Li (libertarian),Mi (meritocrat), andNCi

(non-classified) are indicators that equal one if spectator i is classified into the corre-
sponding fairness type. As preregistered, we test Ha

0 : βM
E,II = 0 against Ha

1 : βM
E,II ̸= 0

and Hb
0 : βM

E,II = β
L
E,II against Hb

1 : βM
E,II ̸= β

L
E,II and interpret the results as evidence in

favour of the hypothesis if βM
E,II > 0, βM

E,II > β
L
E,II, and we reject both Ha

0 and Hb
0.
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3.5 Results

First, we compare the average extent of redistribution between treatment condi-
tions, displayed in Figure 3.1. Averages are taken over all decisions of all subjects
in the restricted sample. Comparing redistribution levels between Noninherited
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Figure 3.1. Average Extent of Redistribution θ̄i,c by Treatment Condition
Note: This figure displays the average extent of redistribution θ̄i,c by treatment condition, together with
95 −% confidence intervals. Averages are taken over all decisions of all subjects in the restricted sample.
Confidence intervals are based on standard errors clustered on the spectator level.

Inequality & Luck and Noninherited Inequality & Effort, we replicate what
many studies have documented before: under noninherited inequality, where work-
ers’ actions determine their own earnings and spectators do not need to balance
potentially conflicting fairness ideals, they redistribute much less if distributions re-
flect differential effort than if they are based on a random draw. While they, on
average, equalize about 80% of the inequality in the initial distribution in the Luck
case, they equalize only about 5% in the Effort case. These numbers suggest that
many spectators in our sample subscribe to the meritocratic idea that resource dis-
tributions should reflect individual effort and achievement.

Consistent with our theoretical considerations from Section 3.2, a comparison
of redistribution levels between Noninherited Inequality & Luck and Inher-
ited Inequality & Luck shows that it makes no difference whether inequality is
inherited or not in the Luck domain: the difference is insignificant and small both
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in absolute and relative terms.⁶ This indicates that in the Luck domain, given that
in either case the initial distribution is not tied to relative effort, it does not matter
whether the money goes to the workers themselves or is inherited by their passive
friends.

To judge how spectators deal with the dilemma of meritocracy, we examine how
the average extent of redistribution in Inherited Inequality & Effort compares
to the Noninherited Inequality & Luck and Noninherited Inequality & Ef-
fort benchmarks. As displayed in Figure 3.1, the fraction of inequality that is equal-
ized in Inherited Inequality & Effort (8%) is significantly higher than the share
that is equalized in Noninherited Inequality & Effort (5%).⁷ However, the key
takeaway is that the average extent of redistribution in Inherited Inequality & Ef-
fort is much closer to the Noninherited Inequality & Effort benchmark than
to the Noninherited Inequality & Luck benchmark (80%). This is consistent
with our theoretical considerations from Section 3.2, but given that any magnitude
between the two benchmarks would have been similarly consistent, this result may
almost be considered a corner solution. Speaking in model terms, the data suggest
that spectators "have a high α": they prioritize fairness toward the workers—whose
effort is reflected in the initial distribution—and accept that in the Inherited In-
equality case the beneficiaries end up with different shares even though one did
not "merit" more than the other. Overall, these results suggest that spectators treat
the dilemma of meritocracy by prioritizing fairness toward the workers over fairness
toward the friends.

3.5.1 The Aggregate Level: Testing the Hypotheses

To test the hypotheses from Section 3.4.3, we estimate the corresponding prereg-
istered regression equations using OLS regressions. All reported equations control
for the initial extent of inequality in a given situation (∆σ), and standard errors are
always clustered on the spectator level. The results are reported in Table 3.3. The
titles below the column numbers indicate which hypothesis is referred to.

The estimates in columns (1) and (2) indicate that, both in the case of Non-
inherited Inequality and Inherited Inequality, spectators redistribute signif-
icantly less if the initial distribution is based on effort rather than luck. The dif-
ferences in the average extent of redistribution amount to 76%p (Noninherited
Inequality) and 73%p (Inherited Inequality), respectively.

We further observe that the initial extent of inequality (∆σ) has a weakly signifi-
cant but small effect on the fraction of inequality spectators equalize. The estimates

6. d= 0.007 and p= 0.62 in an OLS regression of the form θi,σ = β + βII · IIσ + ϵi,σ, using only
observations from the Luck domain and clustering standard errors on the spectator level.

7. d= 0.034 and p< 0.001 in an OLS regression of the form θi,σ = β + βII · IIσ + ϵi,σ, using only
observations from the Effort domain and clustering standard errors on the spectator level.
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Table 3.3. Treatment Effects on the Extent of Redistribution

Dependent Variable: Extent of Redistribution (θi,c, Share)

Restricted Sample Main Sample Full Sample

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
H1a H1b H2 H3 H3 H3

Effort (Eσ) -0.757*** -0.730*** -0.757*** -0.747*** -0.741***
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.020) (0.020)

Inherited (IIσ) 0.022** 0.007 0.021 0.017
(0.009) (0.014) (0.015) (0.016)

Effort (Eσ) ×
Inherited (IIσ)

0.027 0.022 0.042**
(0.016) (0.019) (0.021)

Initial Inequality (∆σ) 0.031* 0.035* 0.024 0.033** 0.079*** 0.054
(0.018) (0.019) (0.015) (0.015) (0.019) (0.042)

Constant 0.795*** 0.801*** 0.421*** 0.794*** 0.784*** 0.789***
(0.018) (0.018) (0.011) (0.018) (0.019) (0.024)

Included Treatments NI-L & NI-E II-L & II-E All All All All
Clusters 437 437 437 437 543 543
Observations 4203 4196 8399 8399 10236 12448
R

2 0.620 0.575 0.001 0.598 0.488 0.364

Note: This table reports results from OLS regressions of the extent of redistribution implemented by spec-
tator i in situation σ on treatment indicators, controlling for the initial extent of inequality in situation
σ. Columns (1) and (2) correspond to Equation 3.5 and estimate the difference between redistribution in
the Effort versus Luck case, once in the Noninherited Inequality and once in the Inherited Inequality
domain. Column (3) corresponds to Equation 3.6 and estimates the difference between redistribution if in-
equality is inherited versus noninherited, pooling Effort and Luck situations. Columns (4) - (6) correspond
to Equation 3.7 and interact both treatment dimensions using observations from all treatment conditions.
For information on the composition of the different subsamples, see Section 3.4.2. Standard errors (in paren-
theses) are clustered on the spectator level. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

show that the extent of redistribution is 3− 4%p higher on average if the initial
extent of inequality is one unit larger. Given that the variable is only defined over
the interval from 0 (a 50/50 split) to 0.5 (one stakeholder receives everything), the
effect is more tangibly described by saying that, for example, going from a 30/70
split to a 20/80 split increases the average extent of redistribution by 0.3− 0.4%p.
Consistent with this result, Figure 3.C.2 in the appendix shows that the average ex-
tent of redistribution varies little by initial allocation in either treatment condition.
Overall, these observations yield strong support for Hypothesis 3.1:

Result 3.1. In both the Noninherited Inequality and the Inherited Inequality domain,
spectators redistribute considerably less on average if inequality is based on effort in-
stead of luck.



3.5 Results | 157

Moving to the regression equation in column (3), which makes use of all ob-
servations in the restricted sample, we see that spectators redistribute significantly
more if inequality is inherited. Consistent with Hypothesis 3.2, the average extent of
redistribution is 2.2%p higher if the money is distributed between passive friends in-
stead of the workers themselves. Yet, in contrast to the magnitude of the difference
in redistribution levels between Effort and Luck situations, the effect is almost
negligible. We summarize these observations in the following result:

Result 3.2. Spectators redistribute significantly more if inequality is inherited. How-
ever, the magnitude of the effect is small.

The remaining columns, (4)-(6), test for an interaction effect: does the fact that
payoffs are inherited matter more if the initial distribution is based on workers’ rel-
ative effort levels instead of a random draw? Whereas the difference in average
redistribution levels between Inherited Inequality and Noninherited Inequal-
ity situations is less than 1%p if the initial distribution is determined by luck, this
difference is about five times as large (0.007+ 0.027) if the initial distribution is
proportional to workers’ relative effort. The interaction effect is still small, however,
and just short of reaching statistical significance. The numbers and qualitative pat-
terns are very similar if the same equation is estimated on the main sample (column
(5)), which includes observations that cannot be reconciled with commonly consid-
ered fairness ideals, i.e., θi,σ ̸∈ [0, 1]. Similarly, results change little if we consider
the full sample (column (6)), which includes situations based on true scenarios and
from blocks where spectators rushed through the instructions, albeit the interaction
effect is statistically significant here. Relative to our main regression equation in
column (4) the share of variance explained drops sharply in columns (5) and (6),
which indicates that our sample restrictions successfully reduce the amount of noise
in the data. Overall, we interpret these observations as (partial) support in favour
of Hypothesis 3.3:

Result 3.3. The higher extent of redistribution in the case of inherited inequality is, if
anything, driven by situations in which inequality is based on effort.

3.5.2 The Individual Level: Redistribution Patterns & Fairness Types

Our within-subjects setup in the redistribution stage has the advantage that we can
relate a given spectator’s redistribution decisions across the four different conditions.
In this subsection, we use this feature to detect common redistribution patterns. As
a first step, we use subjects’ decisions in the two Noninherited Inequality con-
ditions to classify them into one of three fairness types discussed in Section 3.2.2:
egalitarians (E), libertarians (L), and meritocrats (M). We define a spectator’s fair-
ness type in situations of noninherited inequality, τi,NI, as follows:
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τi,NI =























E if θ̄i,NI−L ≥ 0.5 and θ̄i,NI−E ≥ 0.5

M if θ̄i,NI−L ≥ 0.5 and θ̄i,NI−E < 0.5

L if θ̄i,NI−L < 0.5 and θ̄i,NI−E < 0.5

NC else,

(3.9)

where NC describes a residual type of "Nonclassifieds".
Figure 3.2 plots the distribution of spectators in the θ̄i,NI−L × θ̄i,NI−E space. The

horizontal axis indicates the average extent of redistribution in the Noninherited
Inequality & Luck condition. Similarly, the vertical axis measures the average ex-
tent of redistribution in Noninherited Inequality & Effort. Hence, each circle
in Figure 3.2 represents the redistribution behavior of a spectator in the Noninher-
ited Inequality domain, and circle size is proportional to the number of spectators
at the corresponding position.
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Figure 3.2. Classification into Fairness Types - Noninherited Inequality
Note: Circles correspond to subjects in the spectator role of the experiment. The horizontal axis describes
the share of inequality that the individual equalized on average in the Noninherited Inequality & Luck
condition. The vertical axis describes the share of inequality that the individual equalized on average in the
Noninherited Inequality & Effort condition. Circle size is proportional to the number of spectators at the
corresponding position. Subjects were classified according to the label names in the four quadrants, and
colors indicate the respective classes.

Two aspects of the plot attract particular attention. First, the majority of specta-
tors (76%) fall into the bottom right quarter and are, therefore, classified as merito-
crats. A much smaller fraction of spectators (21%) are classified as libertarians, and
only a few (3%) are classified as egalitarians. Only a single spectator in the restricted
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sample remains unclassified. Second, spectators in general behave very consistently:
most of them make either perfectly meritocratic (59%), libertarian (10%), or egali-
tarian (3%) decisions.

As a second step, in analogy to the noninherited inequality classification, we de-
fine a spectator’s redistribution pattern in situations with inherited inequality, τi,II:

τi,II =























E if θ̄i,II−L ≥ 0.5 and θ̄i,II−E ≥ 0.5

M if θ̄i,II−L ≥ 0.5 and θ̄i,II−E < 0.5

L if θ̄i,II−L < 0.5 and θ̄i,II−E < 0.5

NC else.

(3.10)

Figure 3.3 shows, in the familiar fashion, where spectators are positioned in the
θ̄i,II−L × θ̄i,II−E space. To relate spectators’ redistribution patterns across situations
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Figure 3.3. Classification by Redistribution Patterns - Inherited Inequality
Note: Circles correspond to subjects in the spectator role of the experiment. The horizontal axis describes
the share of inequality that the individual equalized on average in the Inherited Inequality & Luck con-
dition. The vertical axis describes the share of inequality that the individual equalized on average in the
Inherited Inequality & Effort condition. Circle size is proportional to the number of spectators at the cor-
responding position. Subjects were classified according to the labels in the four quadrants. Colors indicate
how spectators were classified in the Noninherited Inequality situations.

with noninherited and inherited inequality, spectators’ noninherited inequality fair-
ness type is indicated by the color of the corresponding circle. Recall from Section 3.2
that we would not expect subjects who were classified as egalitarians and libertar-
ians to display differential redistribution patterns if inequality is inherited. Hence,
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we should observe that green dots (τi,NI = E) are situated in the upper right quarter
of the figure, and that orange dots (τi,NI = L) are situated in the lower left quar-
ter. For meritocrats (teal circles), the theoretical prediction is vague: depending on
α—how they weigh fairness toward workers versus beneficiaries—they should ei-
ther behave meritocratically (α > 0.5, lower right quarter) or in an egalitarian way
(α < 0.5, upper right quarter).

The figure shows that, just like before, many spectators behave very consistently
and are either placed on a corner or on an edge. Most spectators "remain in their
quarter", that is, display similar redistribution patterns in situations featuring inher-
ited and noninherited inequality. Focusing on those spectators who have been clas-
sified as meritocrats under noninherited inequality, we see that only a few switch
to an egalitarian redistribution pattern when inequality is inherited. This indicates
that most of them prioritize fairness toward the workers (α > 0.5). In contrast to
our expectations, we observe some switching between meritocrats and libertarians.

These observations are quantified in the moving matrix displayed in Figure 3.4,
which shows the distribution of two-dimensional redistribution patterns in a more
condensed way. The position on the vertical axis describes spectators’ fairness type
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Figure 3.4. Two-Dimensional Redistribution Patterns
Note: This moving matrix displays the distribution of spectators over two-dimensional redistribution pat-
terns. Fairness types under noninherited inequality are shown on the vertical axis. Redistribution patterns
under inherited inequality are shown on the horizontal axis.

under noninherited inequality, and the position on the horizontal axis describes
their redistribution pattern under inherited inequality.⁸ Marginal distributions are

8. The figure disregards two spectators who are nonclassified in at least one dimension.
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reported with the axis labels. The figure shows that most spectators are "on the diag-
onal", that is, they display the same redistribution pattern under both inherited and
noninherited inequality. Only 3% of all spectators in the restricted sample switch
from meritocratic to egalitarian, meaning that they prioritize fairness toward bene-
ficiaries (α < 0.5 in the theoretical framework). Between 6% and 7% of spectators
each switch from meritocratic to libertarian or vice versa, which is not consistent
with our theoretical framework and suggests that this may be more than just noise.
Besides that, there are only very few "inconsistent" spectators. Overall, more than
85% of spectators are classified in a way that is consistent with our theoretical frame-
work, which—together with the observation that spectators make very consistent
observations within each condition—indicates that the framework explains specta-
tors’ behavior well.

As shown theoretically in Section 3.2, the fact that the money is distributed be-
tween passive stakeholders who differentially profit from their friends’ effort in the
Inherited Inequality conditions should only matter for meritocrats, and only if
the initial distribution reflects relative effort. To formally test whether this is the
case, we estimate regression Equation 3.8 using OLS and clustering standard errors
on the spectator level. We are particularly interested in the triple interaction of the
Inherited Inequality and Effort indicators (IIσ and Eσ) with spectators’ (non-
inherited inequality) fairness type. The results are displayed in Table 3.4, in which
some coefficients are suppressed for increased readability.⁹

The estimates in column (1), which corresponds to Equation 3.8 and uses egali-
tarians as the reference fairness type, show that the triple interaction effect amounts
to 24.3%p and is significant for meritocrats. This indicates that, relative to egalitar-
ians, the fact that inequality is inherited nudges meritocrats more strongly to redis-
tribute more if inequality is based on effort instead of luck. As the triple interaction
effect for meritocrats is also significantly higher than that for libertarians (Wald test,
p< 0.0001), the data formally yields strong support for Hypothesis 3.4.

Result 3.4. The fact that inheritance increases the extent of redistribution more
strongly if inequality is based on effort instead of luck is driven by meritocrats.

Considering columns (2) - (4), where Equation 3.7 is estimated separately for
the three fairness types, it becomes apparent that the data do not perfectly fit the
story behind Hypothesis 3.4, though. While the interaction effect of Inherited In-
equality and Effort amounts to almost 10%p for meritocrats and is highly signif-
icant, in the Luck domain they redistribute on average about 6%p less if inequality
is inherited, which is a significant difference as well. Conversely, libertarians redis-
tribute on average about 27%p more if inequality is inherited in the Luck domain,

9. For a regression table that reports the same regression equations but does not omit coeffi-
cients, please refer to Table 3.D.2 in Section 3.D.
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Table 3.4. Treatment Effects on the Extent of Redistribution by Fairness Type

Dependent Variable: Extent of Redistribution (θi,c, Share)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pooled Egalitarians Meritocrats Libertarians

Effort (Eσ) -0.025 -0.025 -0.960*** -0.109***
(0.036) (0.038) (0.006) (0.018)

Inherited (IIσ) -0.018 -0.017 -0.059*** 0.268***
(0.031) (0.032) (0.012) (0.042)

Effort (Eσ) × Inherited (IIσ) -0.144 -0.144 0.099*** -0.232***
(0.103) (0.108) (0.015) (0.044)

Effort (Eσ) × Inherited (IIσ) × Meritocrat 0.243**
(0.104)

Effort (Eσ) × Inherited (IIσ) × Libertarian -0.088
(0.112)

Initial Inequality (∆σ) 0.031** -0.052 -0.004 0.175***
(0.014) (0.101) (0.012) (0.045)

Constant 0.977*** 1.001*** 0.977*** 0.084***
(0.015) (0.036) (0.006) (0.019)

Clusters 437 13 332 91
Observations 8399 249 6403 1731
R

2 0.817 0.106 0.864 0.228

Note: This table reports results from OLS regressions of the extent of redistribution implemented by spec-
tator i in situation σ on treatment indicators and spectator i’s fairness type, controlling for the initial extent
of inequality in situation σ. Results are based on observations in the restricted sample. Column (1) cor-
responds to Equation 3.8. Columns (2) - (4) correspond to Equation 3.7 but are estimated on subsets of
spectators who share the corresponding fairness type. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered on
the spectator level. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

while the interaction effect largely offsets this difference (−23%p) for the Effort
domain, and both coefficients are highly significant again.

3.5.3 Potential Channels

3.5.3.1 Spectators’ Explanations for Their Redistribution Decisions

Why do spectators redistribute so little when they face the dilemma of meritocracy?
To develop an understanding of how people reason about the dilemma and to gen-
erate hypotheses for potential channels, we analyze the open-ended explanations
subjects gave for their redistribution decisions. Most spectators use the opportunity
to write open-ended explanations after each decision block. For all open-ended ex-
planation fields, more than 98% of spectators make an entry. Figure 3.B.3 in Sec-



3.5 Results | 163

tion 3.B shows that responses correspond well to treatment arms and fairness types.
Hence, open-ended responses seem to provide useful information.

To get an overview of how spectators explain their decisions, we sort all men-
tioned explanations by hand into categories. Table 3.D.3 shows the complete list
of categories and gives examples of the kind of explanations they encompass. Most
spectators state specific rationales for their behavior. Yet, 49 spectators do not ex-
plain their decisions or use explanations like "I just tried to be fair", which cannot be
assigned to a meaningful category. Consequently, our analysis excludes these spec-
tators and is based on the remaining 388 subjects, who comprise about 89% of the
spectators in the restricted sample.

Figure 3.5 depicts the frequencies with which explanations for redistribution
decisions in Inherited Inequality & Effort are given by the explanation cate-
gory. The plurality of spectators mentions that they implemented final allocations
proportional to relative efforts without specifying whether that refers to the efforts
of the workers or the (non-existent) efforts of the friends. Of those who specify this,
most refer to the workers’ efforts and few to the friends’ efforts, which is consistent
with our results for the redistribution decisions. The three corresponding categories
contain nearly 82% of all explanations. Hence, relative effort levels appear to be the
main theme behind redistribution decisions.
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Figure 3.5. Spectators’ Explanations for their Decisions in Inherited Inequality & Effort
Note: This figure displays the frequency of explanations spectators gave for their redistribution decisions in
Inherited Inequality & Effort by explanation category. Results are based on up to three arguments made
by the 388 spectators from the restricted sample who gave specific explanations for their behavior. We
included up to three arguments per spectator.

Alternative explanations are much less frequently mentioned by spectators. For
instance, it is conceivable that a worker’s effort changes the spectators’ belief about
what kind of person the respective friend is. However, only a single spectator men-
tions this as relevant to his decision. Similarly, only one spectator mentions being
influenced by the thought that workers and their friends might exchange money
after the experiment. Slightly more frequently mentioned explanation categories in-
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clude that subjects "Knew in Advance" and agreed to the rules of the study, such that
redistribution would mean an unfair ex-post rule adjustment1⁰; an aversion to giving
people zero or very little money; a preference for round numbers; the idea that some
people might have been less able to perform the task due to bad luck; and the belief
that one must not intervene in the affairs of others. Figure 3.B.5, Figure 3.B.4 and
Figure 3.B.6 in the appendix show similar results for the other three treatment con-
ditions. Consistent with our other results, most spectators in each condition argue
that earnings should be based on effort but not on luck.

Why do most spectators base their decisions on the relative efforts of the work-
ers rather than on the relative efforts of the friends? To examine this question, we
focus on the explanations of spectators in Inherited Inequality & Effort who
acknowledge the dilemma of meritocracy, because they consciously think about fair-
ness toward the workers versus fairness toward the friends. We consider a spectator
to acknowledge the dilemma of meritocracy if he provides arguments for and against
redistribution based on the meritocratic fairness ideal in his explanation. Due to this
strong selection requirement, this includes only 25 spectators who provide 34 argu-
ments collectively.

Figure 3.6 shows the frequencies of explanation categories spectators use to ra-
tionalize their decisions. About 82% of all explanations belong to two categories:
explanations in the "Worker Entitled" category argue that the workers are entitled
to the fruits of their labor. Conversely, explanations in the "Friend Not Entitled" cat-
egory state that, in contrast to workers, friends are not entitled to the bonus pay-
ment because they did not earn it through effort. Both explanation categories refer
to the same asymmetry between workers and friends: workers work for the bonus
while friends do not. In the view of most spectators who mentioned the dilemma of
meritocracy, this makes the entitlement of workers stronger than the entitlement of
friends. This can explain why most spectators prefer to be fair toward the workers
rather than toward their friends.

Again, alternative explanations are mentioned much less frequently. About 6%
of the respondents mention that priority should be given to friends precisely because
they did not work and are therefore blameless for the initial distribution. Another 6%
view a worker and his friends as one team and argue that resources that were earned
by the team should remain within the team. One respondent expects the friend to
return some of his earnings to his associated worker and another respondent argues
that a friend who is not worked for is not worth the work.

Hence, most spectators seem to believe workers earned the right to distribute a
monetary amount that is proportional to their relative effort levels. While spectators
might at the same time find it unfair that some passive friends receive less than

10. As described in Section 3.3 workers were informed that their (or their friend’s) payoff could
be affected by the decision of a third person, and spectators knew that. Spectators who refer to this
issue apparently still consider altering the initial distribution an unfair rule adjustment.
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Figure 3.6. Spectators’ Explanations for Resolving the Dilemma of Meritocracy
Note: This figure displays the frequency of explanations spectators gave for resolving the dilemma of meri-
tocracy in the way they did by explanation category. Results are based on up to three arguments made by
25 spectators from the restricted sample who mentioned the dilemma of meritocracy in their explanations.

others even though neither of them worked themselves, the former consideration
might be perceived as more important. These considerations suggest that in the
Effort conditions (meritocratic) spectators’ redistribution decisions should depend
on their belief about workers’ preferred distributions. For example, a spectator might
equalize the distribution between passive friends based on the belief that workers
prefer a 50/50 split. Conversely, a spectator who believes that workers only care
about their own friends might not redistribute to respect workers’ preferences.

3.5.3.2 Redistribution Decisions and Spectators’ Beliefs about Workers’ Preferences

To pursue this potential explanation, we make use of spectators’ beliefs about how
workers would distribute money in a dictator game between a) themselves and an-
other worker and b) their own friend and the friend of another worker, elicited sub-
sequent to the redistribution blocks.11 If spectators indeed make merit judgments
based on workers’ relative effort and then try to respect their distributional prefer-
ences (in particular: those of the more industrious worker), we should observe that
these beliefs are associated with the average extent of redistribution implemented
by spectators. We should further observe that these are stronger in the Effort con-
ditions and driven by meritocrats.

To test these predictions, we proceed in two steps. First, we regress subjects’ av-
erage extent of redistribution in a given condition on the corresponding belief about

11. Histograms of these beliefs and the individual-level differences in these beliefs are shown in
Figure 3.C.3 and Figure 3.C.4 in Section 3.C.
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workers’ preferred distribution. Tomake estimates comparable across conditions, we
standardize both the dependent variable (across spectators but within conditions) as
well as the independent variable into z-scores. Formally, we estimate the following
regression equation using OLS:

std(θ̄i,c) = α + βc,k · std(µi,k) + ϵi,c,k. (3.11)

As usual, θ̄i,c is the average extent of redistribution implemented by spectator i in
condition c ∈ {NI-L, NI-E, II-L, II-E}. µi,k describes the belief of spectator i about
workers’ preferred distributions in case k, with k indicating which dictator decision
is used: for c ∈ {NI-L, NI-E} we use spectators’ beliefs about workers’ preferred dis-
tribution between themselves and the other worker, and for c ∈ {II-L, II-E} we use
spectators’ beliefs about workers’ preferred distribution between their own friend
and the friend of the other worker. The coefficients from these regressions are dis-
played in Figure 3.7.

Luck

Effort

-.3 -.2 -.1 0 .1
Coefficient on Dictator Belief (95% - CI)

Noninherited Inequality Inherited Inequality

Figure 3.7. Association between Beliefs about Workers’ Preferences and Redistribution Deci-
sions
Note: This figure displays coefficients on spectators’ beliefs about workers’ preferred distributions, obtained
from separate regressions of redistribution levels (standardized across spectators but within conditions)
on the corresponding standardized beliefs (see Equation 3.11). The corresponding regression results are
reported in Table 3.D.4 in Section 3.D.

In Noninherited Inequality & Luck, an increase of one standard deviation
(SD) in the belief about the share of the $10 workers on average keep for them-
selves is associated with a 0.04 SD reduction in the average extent of redistribution
(p= 0.39). With a 1 SD increase in the same belief being associated with a 0.10 de-
crease in the average extent of redistribution, the estimate for the Noninherited
Inequality & Effort conditions is more than twice as large and weakly signifi-
cant (p= 0.07). In the Inherited Inequality domain, the pattern is very similar



3.5 Results | 167

but estimated coefficients a bit larger in terms of absolute value. In Inherited In-
equality & Luck, a 1 SD increase in the belief about the share of the $10 workers
on average give to their own friends is associated with a 0.07 SD decrease in the
average extent of redistribution (p= 0.15). Again, with a 1 SD increase in the belief
being associated with a 0.13 SD decrease in the average extent of redistribution, the
same estimate for the Inherited Inequality & Effort condition is about twice as
large and statistically significant (p= 0.03). These patterns indicate that spectators’
beliefs about workers’ preferred distributions are, in particular in the Effort case,
indeed associated with their redistribution decisions in the expected way.

As a second step, we test the more nuanced prediction that these associations
are most pronounced for spectators classified as meritocrats in the Noninherited
Inequality domain. We estimate the same regression equation as before, but sep-
arately for the three fairness types and, to increase comparability of effects across
types, standardizing the belief (redistribution) variable not across all spectators (and
within a given condition), but across spectators of a given type (and within a given
condition). The results for the Effort domain, reported in Table 3.5, are mixed.12

Table 3.5. Association between Beliefs and Redistribution Decisions by Fairness Type

Dependent Variable: Average Extent of Redistribution (θ̄i,c, Z-score)

Noninherited Inequality Inherited Inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Egalitarians Meritocrats Libertarians Egalitarians Meritocrats Libertarians

Guess
Self/Other

0.244* 0.043 -0.089
(0.134) (0.045) (0.089)

Guess
Own/Other’s Friend

-0.246 -0.115 0.036
(0.291) (0.075) (0.136)

Observations 13 332 91 13 332 91
R

2 0.060 0.002 0.008 0.060 0.013 0.001

Note: This table reports results from OLS regressions of spectators’ average extent of redistribution in the
two Effort conditions, standardized across spectators of a given (Noninherited Inequality) fairness type
and within experimental conditions, on their beliefs about workers’ preferred distributions, standardized
across spectators of the same fairness type. Robust standard errors are reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1,
** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

While our sample includes too few egalitarians to consider the corresponding
estimates reliable (columns (1) and (4)), the estimates for meritocrats (columns (2)
and (5)) and libertarians (columns (3) and (6)) are insignificant. Focusing on mer-
itocrats, we observe that in the Noninherited Inequality & Effort condition,

12. For completeness, a similar regression table reporting the results for the Luck domain can be
found here: Table 3.D.5.
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the association goes in the wrong direction (p= 0.34). In the Inherited Inequal-
ity & Effort condition, a 1 SD increase in the belief about the share workers on
average keep for their own friends is associated with a 0.12 SD decrease in the aver-
age extent of redistribution among meritocrats. This effect, however, does not reach
statistical significance (p= 0.13).

Overall, our observations on the relation of spectators’ beliefs about workers’
preferences and their redistribution decisions suggest that spectators making merit
judgments and then seeking to respect (the more diligent) workers’ preferences may
be a part of what is behind our results. However, the associations documented in the
first step seem to be driven to some extent by differentially distributed beliefs across
different fairness types, and this potential explanation requires a more thorough
investigation.13

3.5.4 Heterogeneity between Demographic Groups

The previous analysis has shown that most people do not redistribute in the Inher-
ited Inequality & Effort treatment. To investigate whether this result masks
heterogeneity between sociodemographic groups, we construct binary sample splits
along a variety of dimensions and test whether spectators on different sides of these
sample splits make different redistribution decisions. We consider the following so-
ciodemographic characteristics: age, voting frequency (below vs. abovemedian); sex
(female vs. male); education (college degree vs. no college degree); income (below
vs. above $68, 000); wealth (below vs. above $124, 000); party identification (re-
publican vs. democrat); perceived social class (above vs. below middle class); and
economic ideology (state- vs. market-oriented).1⁴ Because we have not preregistered
any hypotheses regarding heterogeneity, we rely on the main sample for this exer-
cise.

For the different sample splits, Figure 3.8 displays subgroup averages (with
equal weights) of spectators’ average extent of redistribution in Inherited Inequal-
ity & Effort. Heterogeneity is most pronounced along the wealth dimension. This
is consistent with the notion that inherited inequality can be considered just from
the perspective of those who bequest but unjust from the perspective of those who
inherit — the key idea behind the dilemma of meritocracy. High-wealth individuals
might be more likely to take the benefactors’ perspective while for low-wealth in-

13. The average beliefs about the share workers on average keep for themselves (when they
distribute between themselves and the worker they are matched to) are $4.98 (Egalitarians), $6.14
(Meritocrats), and $6.35 (Libertarians). The average beliefs about the share workers on average give
to their own friends (when they distribute between their own friend and the friend of the worker they
are matched to) are $5.20 (Egalitarians), $6.13 (Meritocrats), and $6.22 (Libertarians).

14. When spectators reported their political affiliation, perceived social class, and economic ide-
ology, they could select a middle option; when we consider these sociodemographic dimensions, we
drop spectators who selected this middle option.
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Figure 3.8. Average Equalization in Condition Inherited Inequality & Effort by Demographic
Group
Note: Shares of inequality equalized for a group are calculated by averaging over the average extent of
redistribution in the Inherited Inequality & Effort condition for all spectators in the main sample who
belong to the group. 95% confidence intervals around the averages based on standard errors of the mean.

dividuals the beneficiaries’ perspective might be more salient. Similarly, those from
the upper classes tend to redistribute less than those from the lower classes.1⁵

Yet, there is not much heterogeneity overall; in particular, Democrats and Repub-
licans redistribute to a similar extent on average, and no subgroup equalizes more
than $12 of the initial inequality on average. As shown in Figure 3.C.5, Figure 3.C.6
and Figure 3.C.7 in Section 3.C, the patterns in Noninherited Inequality & Ef-
fort closely resemble those in Inherited Inequality & Effort displayed here,
and heterogeneity in the two Luck conditions is even less pronounced.

To test formally whether there is heterogeneity in the treatment effects across
any of the binary splits in the Inherited Inequality & Effort condition, we run
the following OLS regression:

15. A potential explanation for heterogeneity along the wealth/socio-economic status dimension
could be that individuals take perspectives, endorse fairness ideals, and form beliefs in a self-serving
way (Konow, 2000; Rodriguez-Lara and Moreno-Garrido, 2012; Deffains, Espinosa, and Thöni, 2016;
Cassar and Klein, 2019; Valero, 2022).
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θi,σ = α + α
DDi + αEEσ + α

D
E EσDi + β IIσ + β

DIIσDi (3.12)
+βEEσIIσ + β

D
E EσIIσDi + δ∆σ + εi,σ

where Di indicates whether spectator i belongs to a certain sociodemographic sub-
group. We cluster standard errors on the spectator level. Figure 3.C.8 in the ap-
pendix plots estimates for βD and βD

E by demographic variable, which describe the
differences across the sample split in a) the effect of inequality being inherited in
the luck domain and b) the "difference-in-differences" effect of inequality being in-
herited in the effort versus luck domain. Table 3.D.6 and Table 3.D.7 in Section 3.D
also report estimated coefficients on other variables. Few estimates for βD and βD

E
are significant before controlling for multiple hypothesis testing, and after applying
the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure none of the coefficients differs significantly from
zero. Hence, resolving the dilemma of meritocracy in favor of those who bequest is
common across sociodemographic groups.

To explore whether the distribution of redistribution patterns differs by socioeco-
nomic characteristics, we calculate for each demographic subgroup the distribution
over the two-dimensional redistribution patterns (τNI,τII) ∈ {(Egalitarian, Egalitar-
ian), (Libertarian, Libertarian), (Meritocrat, Meritocrat), (Meritocrat, Egalitarian)},
which are consistent with our theoretical framework, and a residual type which en-
compasses all remaining spectators. Figure 3.C.9 in Section 3.C shows the resulting
distribution of redistribution patterns by demographic subgroups. There is no no-
table variation between demographic subgroups. In each subgroup, most spectators
can be classified into one of the four main patterns, and in each subgroup more
than half of all spectators display a meritocratic redistribution pattern in both di-
mensions. Using Fisher’s exact test, we do not detect any significant differences in
the distribution between any two subgroups of the same demographic variable.

3.5.5 External Validity

As a next step, we investigate to what extent our experimental measures of re-
distributional preferences are associated with preferences over real-world policies
elicited in the post-experimental questionnaire. Because spectators’ average extent
of redistribution is highly correlated both within the Luck and Effort domain
(ρθ̄i,NI−L,θ̄i,II−L

= 0.64 and ρθ̄i,NI−E,θ̄i,II−E
= 0.60), we apply a factor analysis on the four

variables that capture an individual’s tendency to redistribute in the four conditions,
retaining two factors (eigenvalues equal to 1.11 and 0.91; −0.21 for the third fac-
tor). θ̄i,NI−L and θ̄i,II−L load heavily on the first factor (0.73 in both cases) but not
the second one (0.02 and 0.03). Conversely θ̄i,NI−E and θ̄i,II−E load heavily on the
second factor (0.69 in both cases) but not the first one (0.02 and 0.04). Hence, we
conclude that the first factor captures an individual’s preference for redistribution
if inequality is based on luck ("Redistribution (Luck)"), while the second factor cap-
tures the preference for redistribution if inequality is the result of differential effort
("Redistribution (Effort)").
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In the questionnaire, we elicited preferences regarding six inequality-related
policies. First, we asked spectators to indicate their preferred maximum marginal
income and estate tax rates on scales from 0%− 100%. Second, we used 7-point
Likert scales to elicit their support for disability insurance, unemployment insurance,
and equal opportunity programs, with options ranging from "[the policy] should be
significantly reduced" to "significantly extended". Finally, we asked to what extent
spectators find intergenerational transmission fair, eliciting responses by means of
a 6-point Likert scale from "clearly unfair" to "clearly fair". To facilitate the analysis,
we reverse-coded the last variable such that higher values always indicate stronger
support for redistribution. Further, we standardized all policy variables and the two
factor variables.

Figure 3.9 displays coefficients from OLS regressions of the policy variables on
the two factor variables. Without exception, the estimated coefficients are positive,
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Figure 3.9. Association between Experimental Measures and Policy Preferences
Note: This figure plots coefficients from OLS regressions of spectators’ (standardized) policy preferences on
(standardized) factor variables based on the average extent of redistribution in the four treatment condi-
tions. 95% confidence intervals are based on robust standard errors. The corresponding regressions are
reported in Table 3.D.8. Results are based on the main sample.

indicating that more redistribution in the impartial spectator experiment is associ-
ated with stronger support for redistributive policies. A 1SD increase in one of the
factor variables is often associated with an increase in support for the respective
policy by about 0.1SD. Given that recent research has shown that preferences over
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real-world (redistributive) policies are strongly influenced by factors other than in-
equality preferences such as views on government efficiency (Stantcheva, 2021), it
is perhaps unsurprising that the associations are not too strong. However, for all pol-
icy variables, at least one of the two factor variables is significant at the 10%-level.
In sum, the results suggest that the experimental measures capture meaningful in-
formation about individuals’ fairness preferences, and that these preferences are
associated with preferences over real-world (redistributive) policies.

3.6 Conclusion

Human beings tend to be more altruistic toward their family members, friends,
and compatriots than toward non-relatives, strangers and foreigners (Bernhard, Fis-
chbacher, and Fehr, 2006; Cappelen, Enke, and Tungodden, 2022). In many in-
stances the underlying relationships are accidental; for example, we do not choose
to which parents or in which country we are born. In meritocratic societies where
inequality is accepted if it is based on factors within individuals’ control but re-
jected if it is based on factors outside individuals’ control, this creates a fundamen-
tal dilemma: unequal outcomes between individuals who differentially profit from
other people’s efforts are at the same time within the benefactors’ control (and there-
fore just) but outside the beneficiaries’ control (and therefore unjust). This paper
studied US citizens’ fairness preferences in situations with such inherited inequality
and how they deal with this dilemma.

Our results show that most US citizens prioritize the benefactors’ efforts and ac-
cept inherited inequality, which can help to explain why many people accept high
levels of inequality and unequal starting positions within and across societies. It is
not that they find it fair that some people have better opportunities than others;
rather, they weigh this concern against another—in their view stronger—fairness
argument. For example, creating equal opportunities among children requires pre-
venting parents from channeling extra resources to their children, even if they them-
selves earned them fairly. When meritocrats have to decide whether to accept un-
equal opportunities or prevent families or friends from endowing their loved ones
with extra endowments, our results suggest that they choose the former.

Since we find that individuals clearly prioritize rewarding the benefactors’ ef-
forts over equalizing payoffs between the non-working beneficiaries when facing the
dilemma of meritocracy, a natural avenue for future research is to explore howmuch
the decision environment has to be tweaked for spectators to redistribute more. Our
setup is ideally suited to do so because it admits controlled variation in a variety of
dimensions.

One potentially relevant dimension is the relationship between benefactor and
beneficiary, which varies between outside-the-lab contexts. For example, people usu-
ally bequest their resources to their children, and the parent-child relationship is
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usually stronger than the relationship between friends (Cappelen, Enke, and Tun-
godden, 2022). In light of our finding that spectators tend to redistribute less if they
think that workers tend to prioritize their own friends more strongly, it seems un-
likely that the results would differ if we had used family ties instead of friendships,
where redistribution levels are already low. Instead, redistribution in the friends-
case likely poses an upper bound to redistribution in the family case. Still, specta-
tors might view kinship differently from friendships because people can choose their
friends but not their kin. To examine this possibility, researchers could combine our
experimental design with a subject sample containing pairs of relatives.

The size of the stakes involved constitutes a second dimension that might be
relevant for fairness judgments. High stakesmay not only induce individuals tomake
considerate decisions but, in the context of redistribution, also call into play different
motivations such as taking into account individuals’ needs (Konow, 2001). Further,
employing high stakes may also enable researchers to study preferences over more
nuanced (e.g., progressive) redistribution schemes. While the correlation between
spectators’ behavior in our experiment and their policy preferences indicates that a
lot can be learned also from small-stakes settings, it might be worthwhile to study
how the stake size affects the relevance of different fairness motives and overall
fairness judgments.

Third, our Effort and Luck treatments make it very clear that the initial dis-
tribution is either exclusively determined by workers’ relative efforts or by luck,
whereas resource distributions are usually determined by a combination of the two
that is hard to disentangle. Recent research has documented in the context of non-
inherited inequality that if inequality is based on both effort and luck, this affects
redistribution behavior in a non-trivial way. For example, spectators prioritize re-
warding effort when the relative contribution of effort and luck can be decomposed
(Cappelen and Tungodden, 2017), but uncertainty induces meritocrats to behave in
a more egalitarian way (Cappelen, Mollerstrom, et al., 2022). Similarly, uncertainty
allows individuals to form biased beliefs about the source of inequality (Konow,
2000; Rodriguez-Lara and Moreno-Garrido, 2012; Deffains, Espinosa, and Thöni,
2016; Cassar and Klein, 2019; Valero, 2022). Hence, it might be interesting to study
how uncertainty about the source of inequality affects preferences for redistribution
in the context of inherited inequality.

Fourth, individuals may not only inherit differential amounts of resources that
can be consumed but also differential opportunities to generate resources them-
selves. Some papers investigate preferences for redistribution under unequal op-
portunities, albeit in settings where those unequal opportunities arise exogenously
(Eisenkopf, Fischbacher, and Föllmi-Heusi, 2013; Alesina, Stantcheva, and Teso,
2018; Andre, 2022; Schwaiger et al., 2022). Our setup could easily be extended
to accommodate the inheritance of unequal opportunities by introducing a second
production stage in which the beneficiaries’ returns to effort depend on their bene-
factors’ efforts in the first production stage. This would introduce a dilemma similar
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to the one studied in this paper because a meritocrat should reject unequal oppor-
tunities but welcome that higher effort in the first stage pays off for beneficiaries in
the second stage, leading to a very different decision problem for individuals making
fairness judgments as compared to those in the papers mentioned above.

Finally, we have provided suggestive evidence for a potential mechanism behind
individuals’ fairness judgments in the context of inherited inequality. Our observa-
tions — and also the results from Cohen, Maltz, and Ofek-Shanny (2022) — are
consistent with the idea that individuals determine entitlements based on the bene-
factors’ merits and then try to take into account the benefactors’ preferences over
resource distributions between potential beneficiaries when making fairness judg-
ments. Devising a causal test of this mechanism seems to be a promising endeavor.
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Appendix 3.A Validation of Survey Items

To test whether short nonincentivized survey measures can be employed as sub-
stitutes, we asked spectators to what extent they find luck-based and effort-based
inequality between two individuals fair. Responses were elicited by means of 6-point
Likert scales ranging from "clearly unfair" to "clearly fair."1⁶

To assess how closely the experimental and survey measures are related, we run
OLS regressions with the average extent of redistribution in either the Noninher-
ited Inequality & Luck or the Noninherited Inequality & Effort condition as
the dependent variable and the (standardized) survey measures as the independent
variable(s). The results are reported in Table 3.A.1 and indicate that the experimen-
tal measures of redistributional preferences are strongly related to the correspond-
ing survey measure, but not related to the non-corresponding survey measure.

Table 3.A.1. Association between Experimental and Survey Measures of Redistributional Prefer-
ences

Dependent Variable: Average Extent of Redistribution (θ̄i,c, Share)

θ̄i,NI−L θ̄i,NI−E

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

Luck Survey Measure -0.148*** -0.148*** 0.004 0.003
(0.017) (0.017) (0.010) (0.010)

Effort Survey Measure 0.008 0.006 -0.067*** -0.066***
(0.016) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018)

Constant 0.799*** 0.799*** 0.799*** 0.048*** 0.048*** 0.048***
(0.016) (0.017) (0.016) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Observations 437 437 437 437 437 437
R

2 0.172 0.000 0.172 0.000 0.147 0.147

Note: This table reports results from OLS regressions of the average extent of redistribution in theNoninher-
ited Inequality & Luck (θ̄i,NI−L) and Noninherited Inequality & Effort (θ̄i,NI−E) conditions on the respective
(standardized) survey measures. Results are based on the main sample. Robust standard errors are reported
in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.

Columns (1)-(3) refer to the average extent of redistribution in the Noninher-
ited Inequality & Luck condition. We observe that a 1SD increase in the luck
survey measure is associated with a decrease in the average extent of redistribution
by almost 15%p. In contrast, there is no association at all between the experimental

16. The survey questions asked spectators to complete the sentences "If one person receives more
than another due to having better luck, I find that ..." and "If one person receives more than another
due to exerting higher effort, I find that ..." by selecting the option on the Likert scale that corresponded
most closely to their view. Figure 3.C.10 in Section 3.C show cumulative distribution functions for the
two survey questions.
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measure for this condition and the effort survey measure. Conversely, focusing on
the Noninherited Inequality & Effort case in columns (4)-(6), a 1SD increase
in the effort survey measure is associated with a 6− 7%p decrease in the average ex-
tent of redistribution, but there is no association between the experimental measure
for this condition and the luck survey measure. These observations are corroborated
by the fact that at least 15% of the variance in the average extent of redistribution
is explained if the regression includes the "right" survey measure, but none of the
variance is explained if only the "wrong" survey measure is included as a regressor.
Overall, our results suggest that if researchers have to economize on survey con-
tent these nonincentivized survey measures constitute decent alternatives to elicit
fairness preferences and even allow to differentiate between different sources of
inequality.

Appendix 3.B Data Quality

In this section, we detail how we tried to promote high-quality responses in the
spectator survey and report various data quality checks. The data reveal that a) very
few spectators fail attention checks, b) the vast majority states that the instructions
were comprehensible, c) spectators make few errors on control questions, d) most
spectators write detailed and thoughtful responses to open-ended questions, and e)
few spectators perceive the survey to have been biased in either political direction.

Attention Checks. The survey features two attention checks, and participants are
informed on the first page that they will be rejected if they fail both of them. In
line with Prolific’s attention check policy, the first attention check instructs subjects
to select prespecified options, and the second attention check is a nonsensical ques-
tion for which only two options are objectively correct. Attention checks are placed
strategically: one is administered right at the start of the survey, and the other one
is administered as part of the policy preferences questionnaire and resembles the
other questions at first glance. None of the 543 subjects who completed the specta-
tor survey failed both attention checks, such that we do not have to exclude anyone
in the main sample to follow our pre-analysis plan. Generally, few spectators failed
attention checks at all: among the 543 spectators in the main sample, two failed the
first attention check, and 15 failed the second attention check. Considering only the
437 spectators in the restricted sample (see Section 3.4.2), only one failed the first
attention check, and 11 failed the second attention check.

Comprehensibility. We attach great importance to not confronting spectators with
walls of text. For example, we introduce them to each condition of the earnings stage
and how they can make their redistribution decisions with the help of individual
slideshows. Each slideshow displays graphical representations of the different steps
in the earnings stage with only minimal text, and spectators can go back and forth
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within each slideshow. The slideshow and the combination of visual and text infor-
mation are designed to make the survey as engaging and easy to digest as possible.

At the end of the survey, we ask spectators how comprehensible they find the
instructions. On a 7-point Likert scale, subjects can choose options from "not compre-
hensible at all" to "perfectly comprehensible". For spectators in the restricted sample,
Figure 3.B.1 shows the distribution of the responses (the figure for the main sample
looks very similar). We observe that spectators judge the instructions very favorably.
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Figure 3.B.1. Spectators’ Assessment of the Instructions
Note: Histogram showing how spectators in the restricted sample chose to complete the sentence "Overall,
I found the instructions ..." on a 7-point Likert scale from "not comprehensible at all" to "perfectly compre-
hensible."

The vast majority (58%) say that the instructions were "perfectly comprehensible,"
and 89% assess the instructions as at least "fairly comprehensible." It is particularly
reassuring that less than 1% of the spectators perceive the instructions as "not very
comprehensible," and no one chooses the lowest two options.

Control Questions. To check more directly whether spectators understand the
instructions, they have to answer two control questions each after they were intro-
duced to a particular type of situation by means of the slideshow. They can proceed
to the corresponding block of decisions only if they answered both questions cor-
rectly; otherwise, they are referred to the slideshow again. Control questions ask
about the most crucial features of the situation: whether workers worked for them-
selves or friends and whether the initial allocation of the $10 would be based on
a random draw or the relative number of completed tasks. In total, each spectator
responds to eight control questions. Figure 3.B.2 depicts a histogram of the total
number of errors spectators in our sample made. We observe that most spectators
made few errors, which indicates that they usually understood the instructions well.



178 | 3 Inherited Inequality and the Dilemma of Meritocracy

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0 3 6 9 12 15 18
Total Number of Errors made on the Control Questions

D
en

si
ty

Figure 3.B.2. Control Question Errors
Note: Histogram of the total number of errors that spectators in the restricted sample made when respond-
ing to the eight control questions.

About 65% of spectators made no error, and only about 13% made more than two
errors in total.

Open-Ended Questions. The spectator survey features several open-ended ques-
tions. After spectators have made all redistribution decisions within a particular
block, we ask them to describe their considerations regarding these decisions. Fur-
ther, at the end of the survey, subjects can leave a final comment on the general topic,
the instructions, whether they experienced difficulties or anything else they have on
their mind. Most open-ended responses are quite detailed and thoughtful. Only one
spectator in the restricted sample (four spectators in the main sample) did not write
any open-ended response during the study, suggesting that spectators generally put
considerable effort into the study.

Figure 3.B.3 summarizes responses in four word clouds, one for each treatment.
To generate these word clouds, we remove all numbers from the open-ended re-
sponses, transform all words to lowercase and remove punctuation and stop words.
Finally, we reduce all words to their base word (stem). The size of words in Fig-
ure 3.B.3 indicates the frequency with which that word was used. The term "work"
was among the most often used terms in all conditions, consistent with the large
share of meritocrats in our sample. In the Luck conditions, the term "equal" was
also used very frequently, while it was nearly absent in the Effort conditions. Simi-
larly, the term "friend" belongs to the most commonly used terms in the Inherited
Inequality conditions but is rarely used in the Noninherited Inequality treat-
ments. This suggests that subjects understood the conditions and gave thoughtful
explanations.
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(a) Noninherited & Effort
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(b) Inherited & Effort
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(c) Noninherited & Luck
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(d) Inherited & Luck

Figure 3.B.3. Word Clouds of Terms Subjects Used to Explain Their Considerations When Making
Redistribution Decisions by Treatment Condition
Note: The size of the word relates to the frequency with which the word was chosen by spectators in the
respective treatment.

Figure 3.B.4, Figure 3.B.5 and Figure 3.B.6 show the frequencies of explanations
that spectators give for their decisions by explanation category.

Table 3.D.3 provides an overview of all categories with definitions and examples.
Figure 3.B.4 shows that, consistent with their redistribution decisions, most specta-
tors state to redistribute in the Noninherited Inequality & Effort condition
based on the workers’ efforts. Figure 3.B.5 reveals that most spectators rationalize
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Figure 3.B.4. Spectators’ Explanations for their Decisions in Noninherited Inequality & Effort
Note: This figure displays the frequency of explanations spectators gave for their redistribution decisions
in Noninherited Inequality & Effort by explanation category. Results are based on up to three arguments
made by 432 spectators from the restricted sample. We included up to 3 arguments per spectator.
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Figure 3.B.5. Spectators’ Explanations for their Decisions in Noninherited Inequality & Luck
Note: This figure displays the frequency of explanations spectators gave for their redistribution decisions
in Noninherited Inequality & Luck by explanation category. Results are based on up to three arguments
made by 435 spectators from the restricted sample. We included up to three arguments per spectator.

their behavior in the Noninherited Inequality & Luck condition with a prefer-
ence for a distribution based on effort too. However, many also mention that they
find distributions based on luck unfair, while a few argue that the random allocation
of resources is a fair method of distribution. Similarly, Figure 3.B.6 shows that many
spectators justify their behavior in the Inherited Inequality & Luck treatment
with arguments based on luck. Moreover, many spectators specifically refer to the
effort of the workers or their friends. Hence, the explanations spectators give for
their decisions correspond reasonably to the treatment conditions, which suggests
that they had a good understanding of the study setup.
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Figure 3.B.6. Spectators’ Explanations for their Decisions in Inherited Inequality & Luck
Note: This figure displays the frequency of explanations spectators gave for their redistribution decisions
in Inherited Inequality & Luck by explanation category. Results are based on up to three arguments made
by 432 spectators from the restricted sample. We included up to three arguments per spectator.

Finally, Figure 3.B.7 shows a word cloud of final comments spectators could
make at the end of the survey. Again, to generate this word cloud, we remove all
numbers from the open-ended responses, transform all words to lowercase and re-
move punctuation and stop words. Finally, we stem all words. Most comments are
positive. Many spectators mention that they found the study interesting and under-
standable.

Political Bias. For surveys on highly politicized topics such as redistribution, it may
be particularly important to phrase instructions and questions in a neutral way. We
tried to keep this caveat in mind when we decided on the formulations used in the
survey. Additionally, we ask subjects at the end of the survey whether they have
the impression that the survey is biased toward a particular political stance, using
a 7-point Likert scale with options from "strong left bias" to "strong right bias." Fig-
ure 3.B.8 displays how spectators’ responses in the restricted sample are distributed
(again, the figure for the main sample looks very similar). Less than 5% of the spec-
tators perceive a strong bias in either direction. About 23% perceive a left-wing bias
of any strength, whereas about 6% perceive a right-wing bias of any strength. More
than 70% of the spectators in the restricted sample respond with "No or almost no
bias," which is remarkable given that the theme of the survey is redistribution.
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Figure 3.B.7. Word Cloud of Final Comments
Note: The figure refers to final comments spectators could make at the end of the survey. The size of the
word relates to the frequency with which the word was chosen by spectators.
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Figure 3.B.8. Spectators’ Perception of the Survey’s Political Bias
Note: Histogram of how subjects in the restricted sample respond to the question "Do you think this survey
was biased toward a certain political stance?", asked at the end of the survey using a 7-point Likert scale
from "strong left bias" to "strong right bias".
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Appendix 3.C Additional Figures

Figure 3.C.1. Screenshot of the Decision Screen for Spectator’s Redistribution Decisions
Note: This decision screen corresponds to the Inherited Inequality & Merit condition. The decision screens
for the other conditions had the same structure.
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Figure 3.C.2. Average Extent of Redistribution by Treatment Condition and Initial Allocation
Note: This figure displays the average extent of redistribution θ̄i,c by treatment condition and initial alloca-
tion, together with 95 −% confidence intervals. The panel in the top left pools observations from all initial
allocations, while each of the other panels refers to a different (hypothetical) initial allocation. Averages are
taken over all decisions of all subjects in the restricted sample. Confidence intervals are based on standard
errors clustered on the spectator level.
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(a) Self vs. Other Worker
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(b) Own Friend vs. Other Worker’s Friend

Figure 3.C.3. Spectators’ Beliefs about Workers’ Preferred Distributions
Note: Panel (a) displays a histogram of spectators’ incentivized beliefs about the share of the $10 workers on
average keep for themselves when they are asked how they would like to distribute $10 between themselves
and the worker they are matched to in the first incentivized dictator decision. Panel (b) displays a histogram
of spectators’ incentivized beliefs about the share of the $10 workers on average give to their own friends
when they are asked how they would like to distribute $10 between their own friend and the friend of the
worker they are matched to in the second incentivized dictator decision.
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Figure 3.C.4. Differences in Spectators’ Beliefs about Workers’ Preferred Distributions
Note: This figure displays a histogram of the individual differences in spectators’ beliefs about workers’
preferred distributions in the dictator decisions for a) themselves vs. the worker they are matched to and
b) their own friend vs. the friend of the worker they are matched to. For example, if a spectator indicated a
belief that workers on average keep $8 for themselves when they are asked how they would like to distribute
$10 between themselves and the worker they are matched to, and that workers on average give $7 to their
own friend when they are asked how they would like to distribute $10 between their own friend and the
friend of the worker they are matched to, this would yield a difference of $1.
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Figure 3.C.5. Average Equalization in Condition Noninherited Inequality & Effort by Demo-
graphic Group
Note: Shares of inequality equalized for a group are calculated by averaging over the average extent of
redistribution in the Noninherited Inequality & Effort condition for all spectators in the main sample who
belong to the group. 95% confidence intervals around the averages based on standard errors of the mean.
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Figure 3.C.6. Average Equalization in ConditionNoninherited Inequality& Luck by Demographic
Group
Note: Shares of inequality equalized for a group are calculated by averaging over the average extent of
redistribution in the Noninherited Inequality & Luck condition for all spectators in the main sample who
belong to the group. 95% confidence intervals around the averages based on standard errors of the mean.
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Figure 3.C.7. Average Equalization in Condition Inherited Inequality & Luck by Demographic
Group
Note: Shares of inequality equalized for a group are calculated by averaging over the average extent of
redistribution in the Inherited Inequality & Luck condition for all spectators in the main sample who belong
to the group. 95% confidence intervals around the averages based on standard errors of the mean.
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Figure 3.C.8. Heterogeneity in Treatment Effects between Demographic Groups
Note: This figure shows coefficients and 95% confidence intervals. The vertical axis shows demographic
variables. These variables were interacted with two other terms in Equation 3.12. The blue points show the
coefficient on the interaction term of each demographic variable (Di) with the indicator for the Inherited
Inequality conditions (IIσ). The orange points visualize the interaction of Di with Inherited Inequality and
an indicator for the Effort conditions (Eσ). Results are based on the main sample.
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Figure 3.C.9. Distribution of Fairness Types by Demographic Group
Note: The vertical axis depicts demographic subgroups. Colors indicate five fairness types based on re-
distribution decisions under noninherited and inherited inequality. The horizontal axis shows the relative
frequency with which these fairness types appear within the demographic subgroups. The fairness type ME
stands for spectators who are classified as meritocrats under noninherited inequality and as egalitarians
under inherited inequality. Likewise, EE, LL, and MM stand for egalitarian/egalitarian, liberterian/libertar-
ian, and meritocrat/meritocrat, respectively. All spectators who do not belong to either of these types are
summarized in the residual category "Res".

clearly
unfair

unfair rather
unfair

rather
fair

fair clearly
fair

Response

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Sh
ar

e

NI Fairness Type
Pooled
Egalitarians
Meritocrats
Libertarians

(a) Luck

clearly
unfair

unfair rather
unfair

rather
fair

fair clearly
fair

Response

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Sh
ar

e

NI Fairness Type
Pooled
Egalitarians
Meritocrats
Libertarians

(b) Effort

Figure 3.C.10. CDFs of the Responses to the Inequality Acceptance Survey Measures
Note: This figure shows cumulative redistribution functions of spectators’ responses to the inequality accep-
tance survey questions. Panel (a) corresponds to the question "If one person receives more than another
due to having better luck, I find that ..." and panel (b) corresponds to the question "If one person receives
more than another due to exerting higher effort, I find that ...". Included are the responses of spectators in
the restricted sample.
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Appendix 3.D Additional Tables
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Table 3.D.1. Descriptives and Representativeness

Spectator Sample (%) US Population (%)

Full/Main Sample Restricted Sample

Female 50.6 50.6 50.5
Age Groups

18-19 1.5 1.6 3.4
20-24 9.9 8.5 8.3
25-29 11.7 9.5 8.6
30-34 9.3 8.8 8.9
35-39 10.8 9.5 8.7
40-44 8.9 9.0 8.3
45-49 6.9 7.2 7.7
50-54 8.4 8.8 8.1
55-59 10.8 11.3 8.2
60-64 9.1 10.6 8.4
65-69 7.1 8.5 7.1
70-74 3.2 3.7 6.0
75-79 2.2 2.5 3.8
80-84 0.4 0.5 2.4
85+ 0.0 0.0 2.3

Education Groups
No High School Diploma 0.4 0.2 10.6
High School Diploma Equivalent 30.4 30.0 45.6
Bachelor’s or Associate’s Degree 51.7 51.3 30.0
Master’s Degree or Higher 17.5 18.5 13.8

Income Groups
< $34, 000 26.7 27.5 25.0
$34, 000 − $68, 000 30.0 30.9 25.0
$68, 000 − $125, 000 30.0 28.4 25.0
> $125, 000 13.3 13.3 25.0

Race
White 72.6 73.5 75.8
Black 12.6 12.9 13.6
Asian 7.2 6.3 6.1
Mixed 4.0 3.7 2.9
Other 3.6 3.5 1.6

Observations 543 437

Note: This table reports descriptive statistics for our spectator sample and how they compare to the US
general population. The survey company did not provide us with information on a spectator’s age in two
cases, gender in one case, and ethnicity in 13 cases. Shares in these groups are relative to the sample of
spectators for which this information is available. Data for the US population are obtained from the 2021
American Community Survey, S0101 Age and Sex, via the United States Census Bureau (https://data.census.
gov/table?tid=ACSST1Y2021.S0101, last accessed: January 9th, 2023; age and gender), the 2021 American
Community Survey, S1501 Educational Attainment, via the United States Census Bureau (https://data.cen
sus.gov/table?tid=ACSST1Y2021.S1501, last accessed: January 9th, 2023; education groups), the United
States Census Bureau QuickFacts table (https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045221, last
accessed: January 16th, 2023; race), and https://dqydj.com/2020-household-income-percentile-calculato
r/, last accessed: January 9th, 2023; household income groups. Population data on educational attainment
is based on citizens aged 25 years or older because for younger citizens the reported education groups did
not match those we used in our survey. Likewise, we used the data on household income referenced above
because they provided quartile household income group thresholds which we used in our survey.

https://data.census.gov/table?tid=ACSST1Y2021.S0101
https://data.census.gov/table?tid=ACSST1Y2021.S0101
https://data.census.gov/table?tid=ACSST1Y2021.S1501
https://data.census.gov/table?tid=ACSST1Y2021.S1501
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/US/PST045221
https://dqydj.com/2020-household-income-percentile-calculator/
https://dqydj.com/2020-household-income-percentile-calculator/
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Table 3.D.2. Treatment Effects on the Extent of Redistribution by Fairness Type

Dependent Variable: Extent of Redistribution (θi,σ, Share)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Pooled Egalitarians Meritocrats Libertarians

Effort (Eσ) -0.025 -0.025 -0.960*** -0.109***
(0.036) (0.038) (0.006) (0.018)

Inherited (IIσ) -0.018 -0.017 -0.059*** 0.268***
(0.031) (0.032) (0.012) (0.042)

Effort (Eσ) × Inherited (IIσ) -0.144 -0.144 0.099*** -0.232***
(0.103) (0.108) (0.015) (0.044)

Meritocrat -0.010
(0.015)

Libertarian -0.850***
(0.023)

Nonclassified -0.532***
(0.014)

Effort (Eσ) × Meritocrat -0.935***
(0.036)

Effort (Eσ) × Libertarian -0.083**
(0.040)

Effort (Eσ) × Nonclassified 0.234***
(0.036)

Inherited (IIσ) × Meritocrat -0.042
(0.034)

Inherited (IIσ) × Libertarian 0.286***
(0.052)

Inherited (IIσ) × Nonclassified -0.071**
(0.031)

Effort (Eσ) × Inherited (IIσ) × Meritocrat 0.243**
(0.104)

Effort (Eσ) × Inherited (IIσ) × Libertarian -0.088
(0.112)

Effort (Eσ) × Inherited (IIσ) × Nonclassified 0.296***
(0.103)

Initial Inequality (∆σ) 0.031** -0.052 -0.004 0.175***
(0.014) (0.101) (0.012) (0.045)

Constant 0.977*** 1.001*** 0.977*** 0.084***
(0.015) (0.036) (0.006) (0.019)

Clusters 437 13 332 91
Observations 8399 249 6403 1731
R

2 0.817 0.106 0.864 0.228

Note: This table reports results from the same regression equations as Table 3.4 but does not omit coef-
ficients. Results are based on observations in the restricted sample. Standard errors (in parentheses) are
clustered on the spectator level. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 3.D.3. Categories of Explanations That Spectators Give for Their Redistribution Decisions

Category Name Argument Made by Spectator Example

Effort

The final distribution should be based on the
relative amount of tasks done (The spectator
does not mention whether he means the
tasks done by the workers or the tasks done
by their friends).

The money should be based on the percentage of
work each one did.

Effort Workers
The final distribution should be based on
the relative amount of tasks done by the
workers.

I made the payment based on the amount of work
that each worker produced. It made no difference
to me where the money ended up going, I just
wanted to make sure that payments were made
according to the amount of work produced.

Effort Friends
The final distribution should be based on the
relative amount of tasks done by the friends.

I think it is fair to split the money evenly between
the friends of the participants. They did not do any
work.

Knew in Advance

All subjects knew the rules of the experiment
in advance and agreed by participating.
Changing rules after decisions have been made
is unfair.

It was an easy task, and all participants were aware
of what they were working towards - it would be
unethical to change that agreement after the fact.

Zero Aversion
Every subject should receive something (of the
bonus)/should at least receive a certain amount
(e.g., $1).

i tried to be fair and also give 10% to those that
completed 0

Round Numbers Spectator has a preference for round numbers. i prefer even numbers. even percentages.

Ability Luck
Some workers were more able to perform on
the task than other workers due to lucky
circumstances.

... I did want to move it back closer to an even
split a little bit in case one worker had an
advantage that made the task easier for them

Equality Preference
Money should always be distributed equally
(no specific reasons stated).

No matter how much work I do, I think everyone
has the right to about the same amount of money.

Luck Unfair Outcomes that result from luck are unfair.
Just because your luck ran out on certain examples
shouldn’t be a cause to distribute that way

Luck Fair Distributing based on luck is a fair procedure.
A random drawing is about as fair as it gets so I
kept the same numbers. The workers just needed
to cross their fingers that day.

No Right
to Intervene

Spectator has no right to intervene in the
affairs of others.

... If the Friend was lucky, why should I change
things for them so that I make things fair for
everyone within my own sense of justice or
fairness. I can’t play God. I believe it is contingent
upon the person who has been lucky to give off
his/her/they/their wealth to others who were less
fortunate.

Exchange
The workers should earn what they worked for
and the spectator expects the friends to share
with their workers after the study.

... I think the people who did the work deserve to
get the outcome they expected. Some of them
probably selected a friend who would give them
the money.
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Table 3.D.3. Continued: Categories of Explanations That Spectators Give for Their Redistribution
Decisions

Category Name Argument Made by Spectator Example

Type of Friend
The worker working for his friend means that
the friend is a good person, and a good person
should be rewarded.

... If Bill felt like knocking out a lot of tasks for his
friend, who am I to take some of that and give it to
James’ friend when James did not think his friend
was worth it?

Friend Not Entitled
The friends did not work for the money.
Hence, they are not entitled to receive nay
money.

These "friends" should feel lucky to be receiving
anything at all. Neither friend is entitled to anything
— especially more so for, that which the friend did
*not* work for, ze’mself

Worker Entitled
The workers worked for the money. Hence,
each worker is entitled to the amount he
earned through his work.

The participants worked for and earned their share
of the money. Even though the friends had no
choice, the participants should receive (for their
friend) a payment equivalent to how hard they
worked

Friend Blameless

The friends did not work and are therefore
not to blame for the distribution, in contrast
to the workers. Hence, it is unfair that one
friend gets less than another.

I had to make a decision between honoring the
initiative of the workers or the making the receipts
more equitable. Since the friends were "blameless"
(and unconscious?) regarding the amount of labor
involved, I elected to honor that side of the exercise
with a 50-50 split

Team
Worker and friend are one team. What the
team earns should stay with the team.

Even though friends did not work, he is a part of
the team regardless and should be paid equally

NA
Comment without any explanation for the
spectators’ decisions.

Now is the time for the communist revolution! No
more can these capitalist pigs turn us against one
another! Throw off your chains, comrades, and let
us create a world where no one goes hungry and
we are truly free to pursue our passions!

Table 3.D.4. Association between Beliefs about Workers Preferences and Average Extent of Re-
distribution

Dependent Variable: Average Extent of Redistribution (θ̄i,c, Z-score)

Noninherited Inequality Inherited Inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Luck Effort Luck Effort

Guess Self/Other -0.041 -0.104*
(0.047) (0.057)

Guess Own/Other’s Friend -0.071 -0.131**
(0.049) (0.059)

Observations 437 437 437 437
R

2 0.002 0.011 0.005 0.017

Note: This table reports results from OLS regressions of spectators’ average extent of redistribution (θ̄i,c),
standardized across spectators but within conditions), on their standardized beliefs about workers’ pre-
ferred distributions. The coefficients are displayed in Figure 3.7. Robust standard errors are reported in
parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 3.D.5. Association Between Beliefs and Average Extent of Redistribution

Dependent Variable: Average Extent of Redistribution (θ̄i,c, Z-score)

Noninherited Inequality Inherited Inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Egalitarians Meritocrats Libertarians Egalitarians Meritocrats Libertarians

Guess
Self/Other

0.244* 0.043 -0.089
(0.134) (0.045) (0.089)

Guess
Own/Other’s Friend

-0.246 -0.115 0.036
(0.291) (0.075) (0.136)

Observations 13 332 91 13 332 91
R

2 0.060 0.002 0.008 0.060 0.013 0.001

Note: In analogy to Table 3.5, this table reports results from OLS regressions of spectators’ average extent of
redistribution in the two Luck conditions, standardized across spectators of a given (Noninherited Inequal-
ity) fairness type and within experimental conditions, on their beliefs about workers’ preferred distributions,
standardized across spectators of the same fairness type. Robust standard errors are reported in parenthe-
ses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 3.D.6. Heterogeneity in Treatment Effects by Demographic Group (I)

Dependent Variable: Extent of Redistribution (θi,σ, Share)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Social Class

Di=1 if upper
Wealth

Di=1 if high
Income

Di=1 if high
Education

Di=1 if high

Effort (Eσ) -0.742*** -0.728*** -0.735*** -0.767***
(0.033) (0.023) (0.026) (0.033)

Inherited (IIσ) 0.019 0.031* -0.004 0.055**
(0.026) (0.017) (0.021) (0.027)

Effort (Eσ) × Inherited (IIσ) 0.030 0.015 0.031 0.010
(0.032) (0.021) (0.024) (0.032)

Di -0.028 0.037 -0.009 -0.003
(0.054) (0.039) (0.035) (0.037)

Effort (Eσ) × Di 0.012 -0.104** -0.030 0.029
(0.062) (0.041) (0.039) (0.041)

Inherited (IIσ) × Di 0.033 -0.058 0.058* -0.050
(0.046) (0.036) (0.030) (0.033)

Effort (Eσ) × Inherited (IIσ) × Di -0.068 0.040 -0.019 0.018
(0.060) (0.041) (0.038) (0.039)

Initial Inequality (∆σ) 0.062** 0.079*** 0.079*** 0.079***
(0.025) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)

Constant 0.796*** 0.777*** 0.788*** 0.786***
(0.029) (0.022) (0.024) (0.033)

Clusters 287 543 543 543
Observations 5435 10236 10236 10236
R

2 0.480 0.490 0.489 0.489

Note: This table shows reports OLS estimates corresponding to Equation 3.12 for the first set of sample splits.
Sample sizes vary because for social class the middle category ("Middle Class") is disregarded. Results are
based on the main sample. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the spectator level. * p < 0.1,
** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 3.D.7. Heterogeneity in Treatment Effects by Demographic Group (II)

Dependent Variable: Extent of Redistribution (θi,σ, Share)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Voting Freq.
Di=1 if high

Econ. Ideology
Di=1 if conserv.

Party Ident.
Di=1 if Rep.

Age
Di=1 if old

Sex
Di=1 if female

Effort (Eσ) -0.762*** -0.750*** -0.747*** -0.735*** -0.680***
(0.023) (0.026) (0.026) (0.029) (0.031)

Inherited (IIσ) 0.039** 0.031 0.029 0.020 0.068***
(0.019) (0.021) (0.022) (0.023) (0.022)

Effort (Eσ) ×
Inherited (IIσ)

0.016 0.006 0.011 0.030 -0.029
(0.023) (0.025) (0.027) (0.027) (0.028)

Di -0.010 -0.011 0.013 0.032 0.101***
(0.037) (0.042) (0.046) (0.034) (0.034)

Effort (Eσ) × Di 0.050 0.000 -0.014 -0.023 -0.125***
(0.045) (0.047) (0.051) (0.039) (0.039)

Inherited (IIσ) × Di -0.061** -0.033 -0.060 0.000 -0.085***
(0.031) (0.040) (0.042) (0.031) (0.030)

Effort (Eσ) ×
Inherited (IIσ) × Di

0.020 0.031 0.069 -0.015 0.090**
(0.038) (0.048) (0.052) (0.037) (0.036)

Initial Inequality (∆σ) 0.079*** 0.070*** 0.072*** 0.078*** 0.080***
(0.019) (0.022) (0.022) (0.019) (0.019)

Constant 0.787*** 0.792*** 0.783*** 0.768*** 0.729***
(0.023) (0.025) (0.025) (0.027) (0.028)

Clusters 543 417 398 543 542
Observations 10236 7853 7485 10236 10216
R

2 0.489 0.502 0.488 0.489 0.492

Note: This table shows reports OLS estimates corresponding to Equation 3.12 for the second set of sample
splits. Sample sizes vary because for economic ideology and party identification the middle categories
("Moderate" and "Neither Republican nor Democrat") are disregarded. Results are based on the main sample.
Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at the spectator level. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table 3.D.8. Association between Experimental Measures and Policy Preferences

Dependent Variable (Z-score):

Preferred Max. Marg. Rate Support for Rejection of

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Income Estate Disability Unempl. Equal Opp. Intergenerational

Tax Tax Insurance Insurance Programs Transmission

Redistribution
(Luck)

0.136*** 0.078* 0.081* 0.073 0.081* 0.197***

(0.049) (0.045) (0.048) (0.052) (0.048) (0.047)

Redistribution
(Effort)

0.022 0.013 0.076 0.120*** 0.059 0.111**

(0.057) (0.059) (0.047) (0.042) (0.042) (0.046)

Observations 437 437 437 437 437 437
R

2 0.019 0.006 0.013 0.020 0.010 0.052

Note: This table shows OLS estimates of (standardized) survey-based policy attitudes on (standardized)
factor variables based on spectators’ average extent of redistribution in the four treatment conditions. The
coefficients are plotted in Figure 3.9. Results are based on the main sample. Robust standard errors are
reported in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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