Supplementary Information

Support for redistribution is shaped by compassion, envy, and self-interest, but not a taste
for fairness

1. STUDIES la—d
Methods
Measures. The measures of Studies 1a—d were as follows:

Support for redistribution (based on (1))
Studies la—
1 (strongly disagree) - 5 (strongly agree)

High incomes should be taxed more than is currently the case.

The government should increase taxes to give more help to the poor.

We should resist the demands for more benefits from people on welfare. (R)

In politics, one should strive to assure similar income levels for everyone, regardless of
education and employment.

The government should intervene economically to redistribute wealth from those who have more
resources to those who have fewer resources.

The government spends too much money on the unemployed. (R)

Wealth should be taken from the rich and given to the poor.

Wealthy people should not be taxed more heavily than others. (R)

The wealthy should give more money to those who are worse off.

It is not fair that people have to pay taxes to fund welfare programs. (R)

Inequality in the distribution of wealth is unjust.

Study 1d
1 (strongly disagree) - 7 (strongly agree)

The Israeli fiscal authority should take money from those who have more and give it to those
who have less.

The Israeli government should increase taxes on high earners to give more help to the poor.
Increasing taxes on the wealthy to expand welfare programs can only worsen the current
economic situation in Israel. (R)

The well-to-do should not be taxed more heavily than others. (R)

It is very unfair that income is unequally distributed in Israel.

The rich should be forced to give more to the poor.

It is not fair that people have to pay taxes to fund welfare programs. (R)

High incomes should be taxed more than is currently the case.

The Israeli government already spends too much money on the unemployed. (R)

(R): Reverse-coded item



Dispositional compassion (based on (2))
Studies la—d
1 (very inaccurate [in describing myself]) - 5 (very accurate [in describing myself])

| tend to dislike soft-hearted people. (R)

| suffer from others' sorrows.

| try not to think about the needy. (R)

| feel sympathy for those who are worse off than myself.
| can't stand weak people. (R)

| believe people should fend for themselves. (R)

| sympathize with the homeless.

| value cooperation over competition.

| believe in an eye for an eye. (R)

| am not interested in other people's problems. (R)

(R): Reverse-coded item

Dispositional envy (based on (3))
Studies 1la—d
1 (strongly disagree) - 5 (strongly agree)

| feel envy every day.

The bitter truth is that | generally feel inferior to others.

Feelings of envy constantly torment me.

It is so frustrating to see some people succeed so easily.

No matter what | do, envy always plagues me.

| am troubled by feelings of inadequacy.

It somehow doesn’t seem fair that some people seem to have all the talent.
Frankly, the success of my neighbors makes me resent them.

Expected personal gain from redistribution
Studies la—d

Imagine that a policy of higher taxes on the wealthy is implemented. What overall impact do you
think the higher taxes on the wealthy would have on you?

My own economic situation would significantly worsen (1)
My own economic situation would slightly worsen (2)

My own economic situation would stay the same (3)

My own economic situation would slightly improve (4)

My own economic situation would significantly improve (5)

Aid to the poor
Studies la—



In the last 12 months, did you give money, food, or other material resources of your own to poor
people (either directly to them or to charities)? (yes, no)

Fiscal scenarios
Studies la—c

Consider the following two scenarios and select the one that you prefer.

The top 1% wealthiest individuals pay an extra 50% of their income in additional taxes, and as a
consequence of that the poor get an additional $100 million [US] /100 billion [IN]/ £100
million [GB] per year (the extra 50% in taxes paid in former fiscal years leaving the wealthiest
with relatively less taxable income.) (coded “17)

The top 1% wealthiest individuals pay an extra 10% of their income in additional taxes, and as a
consequence of that the poor get an additional $200 million [US] / 2200 billion [IN] / £200
million [GB] per year (the extra 10% in taxes paid in former fiscal years leaving the wealthiest
with relatively more taxable income.) (coded “0”)

Socio-economic status
Studies 1la—
1 (strongly disagree) - 5 (strongly agree)

My family usually had enough money for things when | was growing up.
| grew up in a relatively wealthy neighborhood.

My family struggled financially when | was growing up. (R)

In the future, 1 don't think I'll have to worry about money too much.

I will probably be relatively poor later in life. (R)

| have enough money to buy the things | desire.

| feel relatively poor these days. (R)

(R): Reverse-coded item

Study 1d
1 (low) - 7 (high)

How would you define the socio-economic status of your parents?



Table S1.

Regression models predicting participants’ support for redistribution (Studies 1a—d)

Study la (United States) 1b (India) 1c (United Kingdom) 1d (Israel)

“Q@ @ 6 4 o @ 6 O @ @ @O @ @O
Compassion .39***  A]*** A]***  3Zkkk Qkkk  DQEkk D@kkk  JTRkk Z@Ekk J7RAE 28%* 30*+* 30*+*
Envy A4 13k 13 1] 13 A3 11* 10*  12*%  09*  .12* 14* 15*
Self-interest .30*** 30*** 30*** 23%* 30*** 3J0** 30** 21%*  20% 17+ 18% 18%  22%*
Age -05 -05 -.02 .06 .06 .05 .04 .01 .01
Female -.09%** - Q9*** - 08** .04 .04 -.09* -.09* -09 -.09
SES .00 .01 -.05 - 15%** .07
Democrat ALFE*
R2 .28 .30 .30 .49 A7 .18 .18 22 22 24 A3 14 14
N 1032 1024 1024 677 560 558 558 646 606 606 282 282 282

Note. Coefficients are standardized regression coefficients. Asterisks indicate the significance of
the t statistic (*p <.05, **p <.01, ***p <.001). SES: Socio-economic status. Democrat: 0 =
participant most identified with Republican party or Libertarian Party, 1 = participant most

identified with Democratic Party.



Table S2
Scale reliabilities: Cronbach’s alphas (Studies 1la—d)

Study la 1b 1c 1d
Redistribution 90 58 8 .78
Compassion 81 61 71 58
Envy 91 87 90 .87

Socio-economic status g7 74 .75 -




Table S3
Descriptive statistics (Studies 1a—d)

Study la (US) 1b (IN) 1c (GB) 1d (IL)
Redistribution 3.19% (0.82) 3.34° (0.46) 3.23%(0.70) 4.45 (1.01)
Compassion 3.55% (0.64) 3.50% (0.50) 3.54% (0.56) 3.68" (0.44)
Envy 2.30% (0.93) 2.60° (0.83) 2.41%(0.91) 1.96° (0.78)
Self-interest 3.22% (0.76) 3.20% (0.87) 3.07° (0.73) 2.92¢(0.71)
% Gave to poor® 74.42 89.7° 77.9

% Fiscal pref.? 13.72 17.9° 16.7%

Note. Displayed are means with standard deviations in parentheses, and percentages (two bottom
rows). All scales in all studies measured with 5-point Likert scales, except for Redistribution in
Israel, which is measured on 7-point scales. US: United States, IN: India, GB: United Kingdom,
IL: Israel. Means in the same row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at
the .05 level by the Dunnett’s C test (the Study 1d Redistribution mean is not comparable to
those of Studies 1a—c). Percentages in the same row followed by the same letter are not
significantly different at the .05 level by the Chi-squared test. * Percentage of subjects who gave
money, food, or other material resources of their own to poor people in the last 12 months.
PPercentage of subjects preferring the “wealthiest pay relatively more taxes, poor get relatively
less money” scenario over the “wealthiest pay relatively less taxes, poor get relatively more

money” scenario.



Table S4
Descriptive statistics, by political party (Study 1a)

Democratic Republican  Libertarian Another party ~ No party
% ldentification  42.3 15.7 7.9 3.5 30.5
Redistribution 3.55% (0.63)  2.44°(0.75) 2.74°(0.86)  3.27%4(0.77)  3.179(0.75)
Compassion 3.70°(0.63)  3.39°(0.62) 3.33"(0.59)  3.27°(0.74) 3.52" (0.63)
Envy 2.30% (0.94) 2.14°(0.88) 2.44°°(0.92) 2.72°¢(0.90)  2.29 (0.92)
Self-interest 3.332(0.74)  2.99" (0.75) 3.00°% (0.80) 3.33%(0.83)  3.24%(0.74)

Note. Displayed are means, with standard deviations in parentheses, and percentages (top row).
Means in the same row followed by the same letter are not significantly different at the .05 (or
lower) level by the Dunnett’s C or Bonferroni tests.



Table S5

Binary logistic regression models predicting participants having given money, food or resources
of their own to the poor in the last 12 months (Studies 1a—)

Study l1a (United States) 1b (India) 1c (United Kingdom)
OR 95% CI OR 95% CI OR 95% ClI

Constant 06*** 11 .005***
Redistribution 0.94 (0.76 -1.17) 1.17 (0.58-2.38) 1.31 (0.94 - 1.82)
Compassion 2.61*** (1.99-342) 4.61*** (2.25-9.45) 1.96*** (1.32-2.91)
Envy 1.08 (0.91-129) 084 (0.56-1.27) 1.03 (0.82 - 1.30)
Self-interest 0.76* (0.61-0.94) 1.04 (0.74-1.47) 0.98 (0.73 - 1.30)
Age 1.02**  (1.00-1.04) 0.99 (0.95-1.03) 1.04** (1.01-1.06)
Female 1.03 (0.76 - 1.40) 0.67 (0.37-1.20) 1.99** (1.23-3.23)
Socio-economic status  1.30* (1.05-1.62) 0.97 (0.58-1.64) 1.74*** (1.26 - 2.40)

Note. OR: Odds ratio, Cl: 95% confidence interval. Asterisks indicate the significance of the

Wald statistic (*p < .05, **p < .01, ***p <.001).



Table S6

Binary logistic regression models predicting participants’ wealthy-harming preference (Studies

la—c)
Study 1a (United States) 1b (India) 1c (United Kingdom)
OR 95% CI OR 95% CI OR 95% CI
Constant 23 44 11
Redistribution 1.20 (0.91-157) 081 (0.47-1.40) 1.72* (1.13-2.62)
Compassion 0.73 (0.53-1.01) 0.67 (0.39-1.15) 0.51** (0.31-0.84)
Envy 1.23* (1.00-1.51) 1.47* (1.06 - 2.04) 1.43* (1.07 - 1.90)
Self-interest 0.97 (0.74-1.26) 1.17 (0.90-153) 1.27 (0.90 - 1.81)
Age 1.00 (0.98-1.02) 1.00 (0.97-1.03) 1.00 (0.97 - 1.02)
Female 0.85 (059-124) 141 (0.90-2.22) 0.76 (0.43 - 1.36)
Socio-economic status 1.02 (0.78-1.33) 0.81 (055-1.18) 0.95 (0.65 - 1.38)

Note. OR: Odds ratio, Cl: 95% confidence interval. Asterisks indicate the significance of the
Wald statistic (*p < .05, **p <.01).



2. STUDIES 2a—c
Method

Participants and Design. We collected data from 355 participants in Study 2a, 364 in Study 2b,
and 275 in Study 2c (5 and 11 participants were excluded from analyses in Studies 2a and 2b due
to failure to correctly respond to an attention check).

Measures. Support for redistribution was measured with the same scale as in Studies la—c,
except that the scales ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Dispositional
compassion, dispositional envy, and expected personal gain from redistribution were measured
with the same scales as in Studies 1a—d. Socio-economic status was measured with the same
scale as in Studies 1a—c, except that Study 2c included an additional item: “How would you
define your parents' socioeconomic status?”” (low-high). Studies 2a—c also included measures of
endorsement of 1) procedural fairness, and 2) distributional fairness.

Note: The decisions of the distributional fairness instrument were hypothetical in Studies 2a
and 2b, and consequential in Study 2c. In Study 2c, these decisions were paid with a lottery
method. Participants rolled two dice at the end of the session. If they rolled double-sixes, one
randomly selected decision out of the seven decisions was actualized. Participants had a 1 in 36
chance of causing themselves to earn between $5 and $16, and causing two other (anonymous)
participants to earn between $1 and $22 each. Participants’ total chance of earning any money
(as deciders or receivers) was thus 3 in 36.

Endorsement of procedural fairness
Studies 2a—
1 (do not agree at all) - 7 (strongly agree)

The notion of different standards for different individuals is offensive.

Every group should be judged with the same yardstick.

It would not bother me much if different groups of people were subject to different rules. (R)
Equality before the law is the most important principle of a civilized society.

Profiling based on race or ethnicity is a reasonable approach to law enforcement. (R)

The law of the land should apply to everybody in the same way.

Sometimes you just have to disregard the law in order to do the right thing. (R)

(R): Reverse-coded item

Endorsement of distributional fairness. Instructions.

Study 2a

Next, we ask you to make a number of decisions. Each decision has three options, each of which

is a particular allocation of money between you and two other persons of your same sex and age.
The numbers are in Dollar units.
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For example, in this decision [example shown], if you choose option 1, you would get

$60, person 1 would get $72, and person 2 would get $48. If you choose option 2, you would get
$60, person 1 would get $18, and person 2 would get $42. If you choose option 3, you would get
$60, person 1 would get $102, and person 2 would get $60.

The decisions are all hypothetical, but imagine that the options chosen will actually be paid.
Please make each of your decisions independently of your other decisions. That is, do not let any
decision you make influence any of the other decisions you make. As you work through the
decisions, assume that you cannot share any money you receive with the other persons and that
they cannot share with you. Also assume that neither the other persons nor anyone else will
know what choices you make.

Study 2b

Next, we ask you to make a number of decisions. Each decision has three options, each of which
is a particular distribution of incomes among you and two groups of people. These groups are:
(@) The rich — the current top 5% income earners in the United States; (b) The poor — the current
bottom 5% income earners in the United States. The numbers are in Dollar units.

For example, in this decision [example shown], if you choose option 1, your income from now
on would be $70,000, the income of each person among the rich from now on would be $90,000,
and the income of each person among the poor from now on would be $50,000. If you choose
option 2, your income from now on would be $70,000, the income of each person among the rich
from now on would be $60,000, and the income of each person among the poor from now on
would be $30,000. If you choose option 3, your income from now on would be $70,000, the
income of each person among the rich from now on would be $120,000, and the income of each
person among the poor from now on would be $70,000. Assume that the set of incomes chosen
will remain fixed from now and into the indefinite future—assume further a future without
inflation. Thus, the incomes of you and the current rich and poor will, from now and into the
indefinite future, be the incomes indicated in the chosen option.

The decisions are all hypothetical, but imagine that the incomes of you and the current rich and
poor will, from now and into the indefinite future, be the incomes indicated in the chosen
option—again, assume there will be no inflation in the future. Please make each of your
decisions independently of your other decisions. That is, do not let any decision you make
influence any of the other decisions you make. As you work through the decisions, assume that
you cannot share any fraction of the income with the other persons and that they cannot share
with you. Also assume that neither the other persons nor anyone else will know what choices you
make.

Study 2c

Next, we ask you to make a number of decisions. These decisions will determine how much
money you and two other participants in this room will receive at the end of the experiment.

11



The identity of these two other participants will be randomly determined at the end of the
experiment. You will not know the identity of these persons. For that reason, we’ll refer to them
as “Person 17 and “Person 2”.

Each decision has three options, and each option determines a different distribution of money
among you, Person 1, and Person 2.

In this task, the numbers are in Dollar units.

For example, in this decision [example shown], if you choose option 1, you get $8, Person 1 gets
$10, and Person 2 gets $6. If you choose option 2, you get $8, Person 1 gets $6, and Person 2
gets $3. If you choose option 3, you get $8, Person 1 gets $13, and Person 2 gets $8.

At the end of the experiment, you will roll two dice. If you roll double sixes, ONE of your
decisions will be chosen at random to determine the actual amount of money given to you,
Person 1, and Person 2. This means that any single decision you make may end up determining
how much real money is given to you, Person 1 and Person 2. (If you do not roll double sixes, no
money will be given.)

Because each decision potentially determines a real monetary outcome, please make all of your
decisions independently of the others. That is, do not let any decision you make influence any of
the other decisions you make.

There really are no “right” or “wrong” answers to the questions. Please respond based on how
you actually feel about the options.

Important: If you roll doubles sixes, neither Person 1 nor Person 2 will know the identity of the
person causing them to earn money (that is, you). You won’t know the identity of Persons 1 or 2
and these persons won’t know your identity. Therefore, you won’t be able to share any money
you receive with them, and they won’t be able to share any money with you.

NOTE: Regardless of whether you roll double sixes and get paid, another participant in this room
may roll double sixes and you may be randomly selected as this participant’s Person 1 or Person
2 for payment. However, bear in mind that since a) participants are not necessarily matched with
one another, b) the participants’ decisions will not be communicated to one another, and c) the
identities of the matching participants will not be disclosed, your decisions cannot affect others’
decisions and, likewise, others’ decisions cannot affect your decisions.

Endorsement of distributional fairness. Decisions.

12



Table S7
Interpersonal scale (Study 2a) (amounts in $)

Option1  Option2  Option 3

person 1 165 120 30
you 100 100 100
person 2 100 80 70
person 1 6 24 33
you 20 20 20
person 2 14 16 20
person 1 3 17 12
you 10 10 10
person 2 7 10 8

person 1 33 39 15
you 30 30 30
person 2 27 30 12
person 1 50 36 5

you 25 25 25
person 2 25 15 8

person 1 56 8 76
you 40 40 40
person 2 24 20 40
person 1 7 91 35
you 70 70 70
person 2 63 70 28

Note. Each set of three rows separated by a blank line constitutes a separate decision. Bold
denotes the option with the least variance and the lowest aggregate self-other difference—the
Distributional Fairness option. Underline denotes the Envy option. The unmarked numbers
represent the Compassion option. The marks were not presented to the participants. Order of
decision was randomized within and between subjects.
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Table S8
Groups scale (Study 2b) (amounts in $)

Option1 Option2  Option 3

the rich (per person) 110,000 80,000 50,000
you 60,000 60,000 60,000
the poor (per person) 60,000 40,000 20,000

the rich (per person) 30,000 55,000 70,000
you 50,000 50,000 50,000
the poor (per person) 25,000 45,000 50,000
the rich (per person) 25,000 110,000 85,000
you 75,000 75,000 75,000
the poor (per person) 15,000 75,000 65,000

the rich (per person) 45,000 55,000 32,000
you 40,000 40,000 40,000
the poor (per person) 35,000 40,000 30,000

o

the rich (per person) 150,000 120,000 90,000
you 100,000 100,000 100,000
the poor (per person) 100,000 80,000 60,000

oS
o
o
o

the rich (per person) 50,000 ,00 60,000
you 45,000 ,00 45,000
the poor (per person) 40,000 25,00 45,000

AN
o1
o
o

(42
o
(@)

the rich (per person) 75,000 95,000 60,000
you 65,000 65,000 65,000
the poor (per person) 55,000 65,000 35,000

Note. Each set of three rows separated by a blank line constitutes a separate decision. Bold
denotes the option with the least variance and the lowest aggregate self-other difference—the
Distributional Fairness option. Underline denotes the Envy option. The unmarked numbers
represent the Compassion option. The marks were not presented to the participants. Order of
decision was randomized within and between subjects.
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Table S9
Interpersonal scale (Study 2c) (amounts in $)

Option1  Option2  Option 3

person 1 9 6 4
you 5 5 )
person 2 5 4 2
person 1 4 8 11
you 6 6 6
person 2 1 4 6
person 1 4 12 9
you 7 7 7
person 2 2 7 5
person 1 12 16 8
you 9 9 9
person 2 6 9 3
person 1 18 13 6
you 10 10 10
person 2 10 7 3
person 1 14 9 17
you 13 13 13
person 2 12 9 13
person 1 18 22 14
you 16 16 16
person 2 14 16 10

Note. Each set of three rows separated by a blank line constitutes a separate decision. Bold
denotes the option with the least variance and the lowest aggregate self-other difference—the
Distributional Fairness option. Underline denotes the Envy option. The unmarked numbers
represent the Compassion option. The marks were not presented to the participants. Order of
decision was randomized within and between subjects.
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Table S10
Scale reliabilities: Cronbach’s alphas (Studies 2a—C)

Study 2a 2b 2C
Redistribution 92 92 .85
Compassion 85 .84 .73
Envy 91 92 .87
Socio-economic status 18 .76 .78
P-fair .68 .74 .56
D-fair 86 .88 .85

Note. P-fair: endorsement of procedural fairness. D-fair: endorsement of distributional fairness.
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Table S11

Descriptive statistics (Studies 2a—)

Study 2a 2b 2C
Redistribution 4.44 (1.42) 4.40 (1.38) 4.10 (0.99)
Compassion 3.59 (0.70) 3.65 (0.67) 3.57 (0.55)
Envy 2.33(0.93) 2.28 (0.96) 2.42 (0.83)
Self-interest 3.24 (0.74) 3.25(0.82) 3.00 (0.90)
P-fair 5.27 (0.92) 5.24 (0.98) 5.24 (0.80)
D-fair .33 (.34) 46 (.38) .36 (.35)

Note. Displayed are means, with standard deviations in parentheses. P-fair: endorsement of
procedural fairness. D-fair: endorsement of distributional fairness (range: 0-1). Redistribution
and procedural fairness are measured with 7-point Likert scales; compassion, envy, and self-
interest are measured with 5-point scales.
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Table S12
Regression models predicting participants’ support for redistribution (Studies 2a—)

Study  2a (interpersonal - AMT) 2b (groups - AMT) 2c (interpersonal - Students)
“Q@ @ @B @»4 6 O @ @ @ 6 O @ 6 @G O

Comp.  .43%% 420 43wk A% A% 435 4% AR AQwek AQeek 3Geek 3fxen 3GEex Bqwec 3wk
Envy  .20%%% 210 21k 23wk Igeek grek 0% 20 200 16%  15% 16 157 16 .17*
Self-int. .28%x 27wk p7wex 2@wwk 2wek 3peex Zpwer Fpwee Zpwkr ZOwek pgrek Zrek 2geer ZORer DR

P-fair .05 .07 .08 .02 .02 .02 A1* A1 13~
D-fair -07 -08 -.08 -05 -05 -04 .01 -01 -.02
Age -.09* -.07 .15%*
Female -.10* -.06 .00
SES -.14** -.10* -.05
R2 37 .38 .38 .38 42 .38 .38 .38 .38 .39 .24 .25 .24 .25 .28
N 350 350 350 350 350 353 353 353 353 353 275 275 275 275 275

Note. Coefficients are standardized regression coefficients. Asterisks indicate the significance of
the t statistic (*p < .05, **p <.01, ***p <.001). AMT: Amazon Mechanical Turk. Comp.:
compassion. Self-int.: self-interest. P-fair: endorsement of procedural fairness. D-fair:
endorsement of distributional fairness. SES: socio-economic status.
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3. STUDIES Sla-b

Introduction

In Studies 2a—c, the Distributional Fairness option of the distributional fairness instrument
features some variance in payoffs—P gets less than P1 and more than P2. Might the fairness
effect be moderated by the (absolute) variance in payoffs? For example, if the fair option consists
of equal payoffs (zero variance), would these updated Distributional Fairness choices predict
support for redistribution? To answer this question, we conducted Studies S1a and S1b. These
were identical to Studies 2a (Distributional Fairness: interpersonal allocations) and 2b
(Distributional Fairness: allocations between groups; “the rich”, “the poor™), respectively, except
that in Studies S1a—b the Distributional Fairness amounts for P1, P, and P2 were the same. Note
that, given this modification, the Compassion and Envy options are now more properly termed
Efficiency and Spite options (Tables S13-S14).

Methods

Participants. We recruited 347/350 AMT participants in the US (Studies Sla/b); 11/7
participants were excluded from analyses due to failure to correctly respond to an attention
check, leaving an effective sample size of 336/343 (% male: 48/43). Their mean age was 36/36
(SD = 13/14).

Measures. Support for redistribution was measured with the same scale as in Studies 1la—c,
except that the scales ranged from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Dispositional
compassion, dispositional envy, and expected personal gain from redistribution were measured
with the same scales as in Studies 1a—d. Socio-economic status was measured with the same
scale as in Studies 1a—c. Endorsement of procedural fairness was measured as in Studies 2a—c.

In Study Sla, endorsement of distributional fairness was measured with the same
(hypothetical, interpersonal) instrument as in Study 2a, except that the payoffs in the
Distributional Fairness option had a variance of zero—that is, the Participant, P1, and P2 would
all receive the same amount.

In Study S1b, endorsement of distributional fairness was measured with the same
(hypothetical, groups) instrument as in Study 2b, except that the payoffs in the Distributional
Fairness option had a variance of zero—that is, the Participant, “the rich”, and “the poor” would
all receive the same amounts (salaries) per capita.

Endorsement of distributional fairness. Instructions.

Study Sla

Next, we ask you to make a number of decisions. Each decision has three options, each of which
is a particular allocation of money between you and two other persons of your same sex and age.

The numbers are in Dollar units.

For example, in this decision [example shown], if you choose option 1, you would get
$60, person 1 would get $60, and person 2 would get $60. If you choose option 2, you would get
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$60, person 1 would get $18, and person 2 would get $42. If you choose option 3, you would get
$60, person 1 would get $102, and person 2 would get $60.

The decisions are all hypothetical, but imagine that the options chosen will actually be paid.
Please make each of your decisions independently of your other decisions. That is, do not let any
decision you make influence any of the other decisions you make. As you work through the
decisions, assume that you cannot share any money you receive with the other persons and that
they cannot share with you. Also assume that neither the other persons nor anyone else will
know what choices you make.

Study S1b

Next, we ask you to make a number of decisions. Each decision has three options, each of which
is a particular distribution of incomes among you and two groups of people. These groups are:
(a) The rich — the current top 5% income earners in the United States; (b) The poor — the current
bottom 5% income earners in the United States. The numbers are in Dollar units.

For example, in this decision [example shown], if you choose option 1, your income from now
on would be $70,000, the income of each person among the rich from now on would be $70,000,
and the income of each person among the poor from now on would be $70,000. If you choose
option 2, your income from now on would be $70,000, the income of each person among the rich
from now on would be $60,000, and the income of each person among the poor from now on
would be $30,000. If you choose option 3, your income from now on would be $70,000, the
income of each person among the rich from now on would be $120,000, and the income of each
person among the poor from now on would be $70,000. Assume that the set of incomes chosen
will remain fixed from now and into the indefinite future—assume further a future without
inflation. Thus, the incomes of you and the current rich and poor will, from now and into the
indefinite future, be the incomes indicated in the chosen option.

The decisions are all hypothetical, but imagine that the incomes of you and the current rich and
poor will, from now and into the indefinite future, be the incomes indicated in the chosen
option—again, assume there will be no inflation in the future. Please make each of your
decisions independently of your other decisions. That is, do not let any decision you make
influence any of the other decisions you make. As you work through the decisions, assume that
you cannot share any fraction of the income with the other persons and that they cannot share
with you. Also assume that neither the other persons nor anyone else will know what choices you
make.

Endorsement of distributional fairness. Decisions.
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Table S13
Interpersonal scale (Study S1a) (amounts in $)

Option1  Option2  Option 3

person 1 165 100 30
you 100 100 100
person 2 100 100 70
person 1 6 20 33
you 20 20 20
person 2 14 20 20
person 1 3 17 10
you 10 10 10
person 2 7 10 10
person 1 30 39 15
you 30 30 30
person 2 30 30 12
person 1 50 25 5

you 25 25 25
person 2 25 25 8

person 1 40 8 76
you 40 40 40
person 2 40 20 40
person 1 70 91 35
you 70 70 70
person 2 70 70 28

Note. Each set of three rows separated by a blank line constitutes a separate decision. Bold
denotes the option with zero variance and zero aggregate self-other difference—the
Distributional Fairness option. Underline denotes the Spiteful option. The unmarked numbers
represent the Efficiency option. The marks were not presented to the participants. Order of
decision was randomized within and between subjects.
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Table S14
Groups scale (Study S1b) (amounts in $)

Option1 Option2  Option 3

the rich (per person) 110,000 60,000 50,000
you 60,000 60,000 60,000
the poor (per person) 60,000 60,000 20,000

the rich (per person) 30,000 50,000 70,000
you 50,000 50,000 50,000
the poor (per person) 25,000 50,000 50,000
the rich (per person) 25,000 110,000 75,000
you 75,000 75,000 75,000
the poor (per person) 15,000 75,000 75,000

the rich (per person) 40,000 55,000 32,000
you 40,000 40,000 40,000
the poor (per person) 40,000 40,000 30,000

the rich (per person) 150,000 100,000 90,000
you 100,000 100,000 100,000
the poor (per person) 100,000 100,000 60,000

o

the rich (per person) 45,000 ,00 60,000
you 45,000 ,00 45,000
the poor (per person) 45,000 25,00 45,000

oS
o
o
o

AN
o1
o
o

(42
o
(@)

the rich (per person) 65,000 95,000 60,000
you 65,000 65,000 65,000
the poor (per person) 65,000 65,000 35,000

Note. Each set of three rows separated by a blank line constitutes a separate decision. Bold
denotes the option with zero variance and zero aggregate self-other difference—the
Distributional Fairness option. Underline denotes the Spiteful option. The unmarked numbers
represent the Efficiency option. The marks were not presented to the participants. Order of
decision was randomized within and between subjects.
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Results and discussion

Distributional fairness has no effect in Study Sla (interpersonal allocations); however, it has an
effect in Study S1b: The more participants prefer equal payoffs (salaries) for themselves, the
rich, and the poor (i.e. over the Efficiency and Spite alternatives), the more they support
redistribution. This effect survives the inclusion of the emotion/motivation triplet, procedural
fairness, and demographic variables. Thus, the distributional fairness effect (i) decreases with the
(absolute) variance of the fair alternative, and (ii) is specific to groups of individuals (rich, poor).
Procedural fairness has no effect in the regressions. The emotion/motivation triplet predicts
support for redistribution, even when entered with the other variables. We note that, even in
Study S1b, the study where distributional fairness has a significant and unique effect, the effect
of the emotion/motivation triplet is several times greater than the effect of distributional fairness
(Zsr?: emotion/motivation triplet: .25; distributional fairness: .04) (Tables S15-S17).
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Table S15
Scale reliabilities: Cronbach’s alphas (Studies S1a—S1b)

Study Sla Sib
Redistribution 93 .92
Compassion 83 .85
Envy 92 91
P-fair 69 .69
D-fair 96 .96
SES T7 74

Note. P-fair: endorsement of procedural fairness. D-fair: endorsement of distributional fairness.
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Table S16

Descriptive statistics (Studies S1a—S1b)

Study Sla S1b
Redistribution 4.37 (1.48) 4.54 (1.45)
Compassion 3.62 (0.70) 3.63 (0.73)
Envy 2.08 (0.93) 2.14 (0.91)
Self-interest 3.18 (0.85) 3.33(0.79)
P-fair 5.36 (0.95) 5.30 (0.98)
D-fair .64 (.43) 43 (.44)
SES 2.91 (0.80) 2.89 (0.76)

Note. Displayed are means, with standard deviations in parentheses. P-fair: endorsement of
procedural fairness. D-fair: endorsement of distributional fairness (range: 0-1). Redistribution
and procedural fairness are measured with 7-point Likert scales; compassion, envy, self-interest,
and SES are measured with 5-point scales.
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Table S17

Regression models predicting participants’ support for redistribution (Studies S1a—S1b)

Study Sla (interpersonal)

S1b (groups)

€Y @) €Y)] 2 ©)] (4) )
Comp. AQFH* A xE* ATHE* ABrE* A4xEx A3EE* WiVik
Envy 13** .10t 7R .18%** 1 5% 1 5%H* 14%*
Self-int.  .37*** 37rE* 34xxx 34xxx .32%** L32%** 3LxHx
P-fair .03 .05 .04 .05
D-fair -.01 21%%* 217 22Fx
Age -.15%* -.01
Female -.02 -.08%t
SES -.01 -.04
R2 .34 .36 42 42 .46 .46 A7
N 336 336 336 336 336 343 343 343 343 343

Note. Coefficients are standardized regression coefficients. Asterisks indicate the significance of
the t statistic (1 .050 <p <.061, *p <.05, **p < .01, ***p <.001). Comp.: compassion. Self-int.:
self-interest. P-fair: endorsement of procedural fairness. D-fair: endorsement of distributional
fairness. SES: socio-economic status.
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4. STUDIES S2a—d
Introduction

In Studies 2a—c, the Compassion option of the distributional fairness instrument is the option
with the highest aggregate payoff (Tables S7-S9). This is potentially problematic, because
people value the total size of the pie, or efficiency (4). Thus, this measure may be insensitive to
participants who value distributional fairness but not so much to trade it for efficiency. To
address this potential issue, we conducted further follow-up studies where the Compassion
option was simply removed from the distributional fairness instrument. The resulting instrument
thus features two options: a high-efficiency, low-variance Distributional Fairness option, and a
low-efficiency, high-variance Envy option (Tables S18-S19). Still, the resulting two-option
measure may lack sensitivity to participants who value low-variance payoffs but fail to correctly
identify a particular set of payoffs as the low-variance set. To address this other potential issue,
we labeled the Distributional Fairness (Envy) options as follows: “Note: In this option, the
money is split most (least) evenly and the total amount is larger (smaller)” (we did this in some
but not all of the studies; see below). We conducted four follow-up studies in the US with these
modified measures of distributional fairness. Each of the four studies measured the
emotion/motivation triplet, endorsement of procedural fairness, and endorsement of
distributional fairness. The latter was measured in one of four ways: interpersonal, options
unlabeled (Study S2a); interpersonal, options labeled (Study S2b); groups, options unlabeled
(Study S2c); and groups, options labeled (Study S2d). In studies S2a—b, the decisions were paid
by lottery method.

Methods

Participants. We recruited 381/385/384/385 AMT participants in the US (Studies S2a/b/c/d);
9/13/7/12 participants were excluded from analyses due to failure to correctly respond to an
attention check, leaving an effective sample size of 372/372/377/373 (% male: 47/50/50/46).
Their mean age was 34/34/34/35 (SD = 12/12/12/13).

Measures. Redistribution and endorsement of procedural fairness were measured with the same
scales as in Studies 2a—c. Dispositional compassion and dispositional envy were measured with
the same scales as in Studies la—d. Studies S2a-S2d also included the following measures.

Expected personal gain from redistribution

Imagine that a policy of higher taxes on the wealthy is implemented. What impact do you think
the higher taxes on the wealthy would have on you?

My own economic situation would significantly worsen (1)

My own economic situation would slightly worsen (2)

My own economic situation would stay the same (3)

My own economic situation would slightly improve (4)

My own economic situation would significantly improve (5)

Endorsement of distributional fairness. Instructions.

27



Studies S2a and S2b

Next, we ask you to make a number of decisions. Each decision has two options, each of which
is a particular allocation of money between you and two other (randomly selected) persons
participating in this study. We’ll refer to them as person 1 and person 2. The numbers are in
Dollar units.

For example, in this decision [example shown], if you choose option 1, you would get $8, person
1 would get $10, and person 2 would get $6. If you choose option 2, you would get $8, person 1
would get $6, and person 2 would get $3. Another example. In this decision [example shown], if
you choose option 1, you would get $8, person 1 would get $9, and person 2 would get $7. If you
choose option 2, you would get $8, person 1 would get $12, and person 2 would get $4.

IMPORTANT: Potentially, there is actual money involved in this study (a bonus) in addition to
your sign-up payment. Your decisions will be selected for payment with odds of 1 in 50. If yours
is the 1 in 50 decision set selected for payment, we will pay you (and the other two persons you
are paired with) one randomly selected decision of yours, based on the choice you made for the
selected decision. Even if your decision set is NOT selected for payment, if you happen to be
paired with a person whose decisions ARE selected for payment, you will get paid based on this
person’s selected decision. NOTE: Neither you nor the persons you are paired with will know the
identity or the choices of the others. Thus, no one can influence the others’ choices.

Please make each of your decisions independently of your other decisions. That is, do not let any
decision you make influence any of the other decisions you make. As you work through the
decisions, bear in mind that you cannot share any money you receive with the other persons and
that they cannot share with you. Also, bear in mind that neither the other persons nor anyone else
will know what choices you make.

Studies S2c and S2d

Next, we ask you to make a number of decisions. Each decision has two options, each of which
is a particular distribution of incomes among you and two groups of people. These groups are (a)
The rich — the current top 5% income earners in the United States. (b) The poor — the current
bottom 5% income earners in the United States. The numbers are in Dollar units.

For example, in this decision [example shown], if you choose option 1, your income from now
on would be $65,000, the income of each person among the rich from now on would be $75,000,
and the income of each person among the poor from now on would be $55,000. If you choose
option 2, your income from now on would be $65,000, the income of each person among the rich
from now on would be $50,000, and the income of each person among the poor from now on
would be $40,000. Assume that the set of incomes chosen will remain fixed from now and into
the indefinite future--assume further a future without inflation. Thus, the incomes of you and the
current rich and poor will, from now and into the indefinite future, be the incomes indicated in
the chosen option.
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Another example, in this decision [example shown], if you choose option 1, your income from
now on would be $70,000, the income of each person among the rich from now on would be
$90,000, and the income of each person among the poor from now on would be $50,000. If you
choose option 2, your income from now on would be $70,000, the income of each person among
the rich from now on would be $110,000, and the income of each person among the poor from
now on would be $30,000.

The decisions are all hypothetical, but imagine that the incomes of you and the current rich and
poor will, from now and into the indefinite future, be the incomes indicated in the chosen option-
-again, assume there will be no inflation in the future. Please make each of your decisions
independently of your other decisions. That is, do not let any decision you make influence any of
the other decisions you make. As you work through the decisions, assume that you cannot share
any fraction of the income with the other persons and that they cannot share with you. Also
assume that neither the other persons nor anyone else will know what choices you make.

Endorsement of distributional fairness. Decisions.
Note: Study S2b included the labels “Note: In this option, the money is split most evenly and the
total amount is larger” and “Note: In this option, the money is split least evenly and the total

amount is smaller” in the headings of the distributional fairness and envy options, respectively.
Study S2a did not include any labels.
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Table S18
Interpersonal scale (Studies S2a — S2b) (amounts in $)

Option1  Option 2

person 1 6 4
you 5 o)
person 2 4 2
person 1 4 8
you 6 6
person 2 1 4
person 1 4 9
you 7 7
person 2 2 5
person 1 12 8
you 9 9
person 2 6 3
person 1 13 6
you 10 10
person 2 7 3
person 1 14 9
you 13 13
person 2 12 9
person 1 18 14
you 16 16
person 2 14 10

Note. Each set of three rows separated by a blank line constitutes a separate decision. Bold
denotes the option with the least variance and the lowest aggregate self-other difference—the
Distributional Fairness option. Underline denotes the Envy option. The marks were not presented
to the participants. Order of decision was randomized within and between subjects.

Note: Study S2d included the labels “Note: In this option, the money is split most evenly and the
total amount is larger” and “Note: In this option, the money is split least evenly and the total
amount is smaller” in the headings of the distributional fairness and envy options, respectively.
Study S2c did not include any labels.
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Table S19
Groups scale (Studies S2¢ — S2d) (amounts in $)

Option1  Option 2

the rich (per person) 80,000 50,000
you 60,000 60,000
the poor (per person) 40,000 20,000

the rich (per person) 30,000 55,000
you 50,000 50,000
the poor (per person) 25,000 45,000
the rich (per person) 25,000 85,000
you 75,000 75,000
the poor (per person) 15,000 65,000

the rich (per person) 45,000 32,000
you 40,000 40,000
the poor (per person) 35,000 30,000

o

the rich (per person) 120,000 90,000
you 100,000 100,000
the poor (per person) 80,000 60,000

oS
o
o
o

the rich (per person) 50,000 ,00

you 45,000 45,000
the poor (per person) 40,000 25,000
the rich (per person) 75,000 60,000

you 65,000 65,000
the poor (per person) 55,000 35,000

Note. Each set of three rows separated by a blank line constitutes a separate decision. Bold
denotes the option with the least variance and the lowest aggregate self-other difference—the
Distributional Fairness option. Underline denotes the Envy option. The unmarked numbers
represent the compassion option. The marks were not presented to the participants. Order of
decision was randomized within and between subjects.

Note: the decisions of the distributional fairness instrument were hypothetical in Studies S2c and
S2d, and consequential in Studies S2a and S2b. In Studies S2a and S2b, these decisions were
paid with a lottery method. Participants were selected with a 1 in 50 chance. If they were
selected for payment, one randomly selected decision out of the seven decisions was actualized.
Participants had a 1 in 50 chance of causing themselves to earn between $5 and $16, and causing
two other (anonymous) participants to earn between $1 and $18 each. Participants’ total chance
of earning any money (as deciders or receivers) was thus 3 in 50.

Results
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The observed distributional fairness scores have positive zero-order associations with support for
redistribution in all four studies (rs = .13—.25, Ps = 10°-.01). However, when entered with the
emotion/motivation triplet and procedural fairness, the distributional fairness effect becomes
non-significant in 3 of the 4 studies (B =.00-.05, Ps = .32—.99). In the fourth study (S2d), this
effect is positive (p = .11, P =.007). Procedural fairness has no effect in the regressions. By
contrast, dispositional compassion, dispositional envy, and expected personal gain from
redistribution independently predict support for redistribution in all four studies, even when
entered with both fairness measures. We note that, even in Study S2d, the study where
distributional fairness has a significant and unique effect, the effect of the emotion/motivation
triplet is of far greater magnitude than the effect of distributional fairness (Zsr?:
emotion/motivation triplet: .31; distributional fairness: .01) (Table S20-S22).
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Table S20
Scale reliabilities: Cronbach’s alphas (Studies S2a—S2d)

Study S2a  S2b  S2c  S2d

Redistribution .92 91 .92 .92
Compassion .84 .82 .83 81

Envy .89 .90 91 .90
P-fair 71 .68 .66 .70
D-fair .88 .86 91 .87

Note. P-fair: endorsement of procedural fairness. D-fair: endorsement of distributional fairness.
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Table S21

Descriptive statistics (Studies S2a—S2d)

Study S2a S2b S2c S2d
Redistribution 436 (1.38)  4.41(1.36) 4.29 (1.4) 4.12 (1.40)
Compassion 3.65 (0.70) 3.69 (0.64) 3.65 (0.70) 3.55 (0.65)
Envy 2.08 (0.82) 2.14 (0.87) 2.14 (0.88) 2.10 (0.87)
Self-interest 3.19 (0.74) 3.29 (0.75) 3.16 (0.80) 3.18 (0.82)
P-fair 5.25 (0.97) 5.32 (0.95) 5.27 (0.95) 5.32 (0.96)
D-fair .88 (.24) .93 (.19) .87 (.27) .89 (.24)

Note. Displayed are means, with standard deviations in parentheses. P-fair: endorsement of
procedural fairness. D-fair: endorsement of distributional fairness (range: 0-1). Redistribution
and procedural fairness are measured with 7-point Likert scales; compassion, envy, and self-
interest are measured with 5-point scales.
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Table S22
Regression models predicting participants’ support for redistribution (Studies S2a—S2d)

Study  S2a S2b S2c S2d
interpersonal, unlabeled interpersonal, labeled groups, unlabeled ?;Sglgz’

Comp.  .46*** 39*** ATH** 38***
Envy .09* JA1* 13%** L7x*
Self-int.  .32*** 34F** 31x** AQ***
P-fair 01 —-.02 .03 .04
D-fair .00 .05 .02 11**
R? .35 .32 42 40

N 372 372 377 373

Note. Coefficients are standardized regression coefficients. Asterisks indicate the significance of
the t statistic (*p < .05, **p <.01, ***p <.001). Comp.: compassion. Self-int.: self-interest. P-
fair: endorsement of procedural fairness. D-fair: endorsement of distributional fairness (range: 0-
1).
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