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Color-blind Friendly Figures

The chromatic choice of the paper, which plays with a red-green contrast, is thought to
visualize at a first glance the contrast between high (red) and low (green) inequality.
However, we are aware that a red-green palette may undermine the possibility of
decoding exactly the information displayed in the figures. This Appendix offers a more
accessible palette, in which all the figures of the paper and S1 Appendix are reproduced.
The figure numbering is the same of the paper and S1 Appendix; captions can be easily
understood by reading blue instead of green.
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Figure S3 1. Fig 1 of the paper in a red-blue palette.
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Rel. Average Wage vs Fitness (1998)
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Figure S3 2. Fig
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2 of the paper in a red-blue palette.
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Figure S3 3. Fig 3 of the paper in a red-blue palette.
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UTIP-UNIDO color-map
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Figure S3 4. Fig 4 of the paper in a red-blue palette.

Theil Index color-map (1990-2014)
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Figure S3 5. Fig 5 of the paper in a red-blue palette.
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Herfindahl Index vs CRRD (1990-2014)

Wage Variation vs Sector Complexity (1990-2014)
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Figure S3 6. Fig 6 of the paper in a red-blue palette.
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Figure S3 7. Fig 7 of the paper in a red-blue palette.
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Theil Index vs CRRD (2014)

=4
o

T
SECTORS
o o o o o o
s o = = 2 2
8 & 3 ® Y
o
o

0.2

.4 .6 0.8 1.0
CRRD
(a)

Theil Index vs CRRD (1990)

o
>

&
=

,
T'sectors
o o o
g 2 2
8 3 B

Figure S3 8.

Theil Index color-map (2014)
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Fig 8 of the paper in a red-blue palette.
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Figure S3 9. Fig 9 of the paper in a red-blue palette.
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Figure S3 10. Fig 10 of the paper in a red-blue palette.

Sectoral contributions to wage inequality
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Fig 11 of the paper in a red-blue palette.

2015

PLOS



®-PLOS |

SUBMISSION

Gini Coefficient vs CRRD (2014)
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Figure S3 1. Figure S1 1 of S1 Appendix in a red-blue palette.
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Figure S1 2 of S1 Appendix in a red-blue palette.
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