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X710 GpBpo avtd ta otoyeia eivanr Household Panel Nowokvpiov otic HITA
*General Social Survey (GSS): 1500 dropa and to 1974 kot Enetro.

*PSID: 5000 dtopa and to 1968 ko Enetta.
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Table 1

Transiton matriy for US (2, +1), average 1972-1992

Deciles | 5t 2nd 3rd 4th Sth tth Tth &th Oth 1 0th
15t 61.78 2274 8.42 3.70 1.50) (1495 ().4K (.14 0.11 (.13
2nd 20.70 43 42 20.03 7.98 4.16 1.79 (.87 0.59 (0,29 0,17
Ard .08 18.36 39,54 18.53 805 3.66 1.79 1.12 (.55 0,30
4th 4.16 (.53 18.14 36.50 19.44 8.00 3.79 1.94 1.00 0.50
5th 2.21 3.71 7.09 18.55 35.44 18.78 8.08 1.83 1.62 0.69
6th 1.47 2.15 3.16 7.07 18.98 35.12 20.51 1.79 2.72 1.03
Tth (.91 1.31 2.20 3.74 7.18 19.52 36.41 20.02 6.77 1.94
Sth (.57 (.64 1.14 1.94 3.73 7.15 1972 @151 19.60 4.01
Oth 0.34 0.28 0.57 1.03 1.50 2.95 5.96 19.43 51.24 16.70
10th 0.29 0.32 (.47 (.50 0.83 (.94 2.04 4.11 16,30 74.20
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Table 2

Transition matnx for US (¢, #+35), average 19721987

Deciles Ist 2nd 3rd 4th 5th 6th Tth 8th 9th 10th

1st 47.54 23.66 11.67 5,89 376 2.71 1.490) 1.30 103 (.53
nd 21.58 30.52 20,52 10,24 6.47 4,37 2.53 1.95 1.25 0.57
3rd 10.97 18.55 26.25 17.43 10.60 6.65 4.23 2.67 1.75 0.90
4th 6.39 9.13 17.48 22.55 17.30 11.27 6.94 4.53 2.84 1.57
Sth 4.77 6.00 9.25 17.55 22.10 16.77 10.68 6.69 3.91 2.29
6th 3.51 380 5.93 9.50 17.14 21.29 17.37 11.49 f.81 116
Tth 2.92 2.21 4.23 6.77 10.87 17.25 22.13 17.92 10.84 4.86
Sth 2.21 1.88 2.61 4,52 5.75 11.06 19,28 24,06 19,38 923
9th 1.71 1.36 1.79 2.29 3.71 6.14 10,75 19.72 3242 2012

10th 1.17 1.03 1.08 1.52 2.08 2.93 4.69 880 1991  56.79




Alesina and La Ferrara (2005). Preferences for redistribution in the land
of opportunities

B 0.197 t0 0.388 (9)
M 0.168t0 0.197 (9)
[ 0.138t0 0.168 (11)
[] 0.126 t0 0.138 (8)
] 0.065t0 0.126 (11)
[] missing

Fig. 1. Probability of moving above the sixth decile for the median voter.
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Table 2.

Preferences for Redistribution, Family Background and Social Mobility
General Social Survey 1972-2004

Preferences for

Preferences for

Preferences for

Preferences for

redistribunon redistribunon redistribution redistmbution
Age 0.042 (.022 0.046 0.034
(0.034) (0.043) (0.037) (0.053]
Age squared -0.013 -0.013 ~0.014 -(0.013
(0.003)++* (0,004 )= (0,004 4= (0.005)+F
Female 0.157 0. 146 0.166 0117
(0.018)**F (0.022)%%% (0.019)FF (0.027 )=
Black 0.565 ).560 0.359 0.623
(0032 +* (038 * (0034 * (0046
Married -0.059 -0.042 -0.059 -0.013
(0.020) %+ (0.024)* (0.021 )+ (0.031)
Unemploved 0.091 0,090 0114 0.136
(0.061) (0.069) (0,064~ (0.088)
IHigh school -0.314 -1.328 -0.328 13,284
(0030 * (O34 " (00341 * (00420
College and more -0.347 -(.357 -0.377 -0.270
. (003 (00300 = TN E S N (0, (g0 s
Father with -0.090 -0.081 -0.062 0080
high school (0.022)*+* (026" (0,030 F+ (0.033)+F
Father with -0.129 -0 109 -0 080 0,170
college and more (0.020)+++ (O3 Tyt (L0457 (0.047)Fxx
Familyv income -0.047 -0.046 SIRIE -0.054
' (0004 =+ (OOt (0.005)*+* (0.006)
Familyv income at 16 -0.052
' (001 5y
Mobiality (diff. 1n 0.006
vears ol education) (0.0044)
Mobility (diff. in 0078
occupatnional prestige) (0.028)F**
Observanons 15339 10920 L1004 7194
R-squared .09 .09 .09 0.009

_—



Table 3.
Preferences for Redistribution and a History of Misfortune
General Social Survey 1972-2004

Preterences tor Preterences tor Preterences tor

Redistribution redistribution redistribution

Fer Ll1‘1c.t]'1pl(;'-.'c-;

in the last ten vears
Trauma last year

(121
(0.020) =

0.073
(0.018)++*

Trauma last 5 vears (1.039
(00130 +
L\gc 0.060 (.028 0.021
(0.031)*+~ (0.042) (0.042)
Age squared -0.012 -0.011 -(LO10
(0.003)++ (0.004)* (0.004)**
Female 0173 0.144 (0. 144
(0017t (0.023) 15~ (0.023)FF
Black (0.5379 (0.595 (1.599
(0.028)*++= (0.035) %% (0.035)*FF
Married -0.047 -0.003 -0.002
(0.019)*= (0.025) (0.025)
Unemploved 0.053 .06 0.091
(0.055) (0.075) (0.074)
High school -().309 -0.278 -0.281
(0.026)*** (0.033) %" (0.033)*FF
College and more -0.377 -(00.358 -(3,.359
(0.029)*++= (0.038) 157 (0.038)*F+F
Family income -0.041 -(1.049 -0.050
(0.004)+++ (0.005) (0.005)***
Observations 17811 9948 0048
R-squared (.09 (.10 0.10
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Survey Data and 5 srapopetikéc yopec (US, UK, France, Italy, Sweden)

[Tog petpape TIC TEMOIONCELS AVOPOPIKE LE TT KOVOVIKT KIVNTIKOTNTO

For the following questions, we focus on 3500 families that represent
[THE COUNTRY'S| population. We divide them into five groups on the basis
of their income, with each group containing 100 families. These groups are:
the poorest 100 families, the second poorest 100 families, the middle 100
families, the second richest 100 families, and the richest 100 families.

In the following questions, we will ask vou to evaluate the chances that chil-
dren born in one of the poorest 100 families, once they grow up, will belong
to any of these income groups. Please fill out the entries to the right of the
figure below to tell us, in vour opinion, how many out of 100 children com-
ing from the poorest 100 families will grow up to be in each income group.
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Here are 500 families that represent the US population:

Parents’ income

qroup
The nchest 100
farribies
The 2™ nchost
100 famdos
The middie 100
farshes
™he 2™ poosest
100 famises
m .......... IW

Chikdren's income group,
once they grow up
The richest 100
» ‘amdos
/ The 2™ rchest
P » 100 famites
/ ‘/
A The micdie 100
/" 5 . = tamdbes
LT A The 2 poorest
$ - 100 tarnibeos
/f/.-/., . =
= — '
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[Perceptions conditional on *““effort”:] Consider 100 children coming from the
poorest 100 families. These children are very determined and put in hard work both
at school and, later in life, when finding a job and doing that job.

[Perceptions conditional on “talent”:] Consider 100 children coming from the
poorest 100 families. These children are very talented.
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TABLE | —SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

United States United Kingdom France Italy Sweden

Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop Sample Pop

(2 B @ (3)  (6) (7 (8) 9 (0

Male 048 048 048 049 050 048 050 048 047 050
18-29 years old 026 0.27 026 024 023 0.21 0.19  0.19 021 024
30-39 years old 0.18 0.19 0.18 0.20 020 0.19 022 0.21 0.18 0.19
4049 years old 0.19 0.21 021 021 021 020 023 024 0.19  0.21
50-59 years old 021 0.20 0.18 020 020 0.20 020 0.20 021 0.18
6069 years old 0.16 0.14 0.16 0.16 0.16 0.19 017 017 0.21 0.18
Income bracket | 016 0.18 031 031 031 032 027 027 0.33 0.33
Income bracket 2 022 0.20 035 035 030 030 0.28 028 026 0.29
Income bracket 3 023 022 011 011 0.14  0.14 0.18 0.19 022 022
Income bracket 4 039 039 023 023 025 024 027 026 018 0.17
Married 051 049 047 041 044 046 055 046 041 033
Native 094 0.85 0.80 0.87 094 0.85 097 092 091 0.82
Employed 0.62 0.58 0.65 061 063 047 0.64 045 0.66 0.67
Unemployed 0.08 0.08 005 003 0.12  0.05 011 006 0.07 0.05

College 042 028 037 042 0.30  0.25 038 0.15 033 036
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TABLE 2—PERCEIVED AND AcTuaL TrANSITION PROBABILITIES ACROSS COUNTRIES

US versus EU

us UK France Italy Sweden Perceived Perceived

Actual Perceived Actoal Perceived Actoal Perceived Actual Perceived Actual Perceived s EU

m @ @ @ 5 ® M (®  (® (10 (a2

Q1 to Q5 7.8 11.7 1.4 10.0 11.2 a1 10.4 101 11.1 9.2 11.7 9.6
(0.00) (0.00) {0.00) {0.48) (0LD0) (0L00)

Q1 o Q4 12.7 12.0 129 106 12.8 0.5 15.6 11.2 173 11.2 12.0 10.9
(0,007 (0,00 {0,007 {0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Q1 to Q3 18.7 223 199 194 23.0 215 21.0 21.9 210 245 22.3 21.6
(0,007 (0.13) (0,00 {0.03) (0.00) (0.06)

Q1 to Q2 27.7 21.8 25.1 222 238 236 258 231 238 231 21.8 23.0
(0.00) (0L00) {0.55) {000 (0.09) (0L00)

Q1 to Q1 331 322 36 378 282 353 27.3 33.6 267 32.0 322 349
(0.07) (0L00) (0.0 (0.0 (0L00) (0L00)
Observations 2,170 1.290 1,297 1.242 281 2170 4,710
p-value from 0.00 0,00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Jjoint test

Notes: The first five rows of the table report the average perceived probabilities (in odd columns) and actual prob-
abilities (in even columns) that a child born to parents in the bottom quintile of the income distribution will be in
gquintiles 5, 4, 3, 2, and 1 respectively, when adult. Columns 11 and 12 show the perceived probabilities for the
United States and the four European countries. p-values for tests of equality of the average perceived probability to
the actual probability, or of the average perceived probability in the United States to the one in Europe are in paren-
theses. The last row shows the p-value from the joint test that the average perceived probabilities are jointly different
from the actual probabilities, and. in column 12, that the average perceptions in the United States are jointly differ-
ent from those in Europe. See Section IA for a description of the data sources on actual mobility.
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Panel A. Q1 to Q1 probability Panel B. Q1 to Q5 probability
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Panel A. By country Panel B. By political affiliation
Economic system fair . » » &
American dream alive A m Wi &
Effart reason poor F R R 1 & & US &
Effort reason rich & m P UK &»
Mewver trust government oA AW m France & Leftwing 4 Right-wing
Government has no tools o dph [ | tal &
Prefer low govt. intervention A OEX @ o ey e
Lowering taxes better wip A W % Sweden +
Unequal opp. no problem | Al &
Megative view of govermment ! i ] &
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 08 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
Share answering yes Share answering yes

FiGure 7. PERCEPTIONS OF GOVERNMENT AND FAIRNESS
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TaBLE 3—Cross-SEcTiONAL RELATION BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS AND POLICY PREFERENCES

Support Unequal
equality opp. Tax rate
Budget Support opp. Government very serious Budget Taxrate bottom — Govt
opp.  estate tax  policies interv. problem  safetynet  top | 50 tools
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Panel A. Unconditional beliefs
Q1 to Q1 0.030 0.000 0.004 0.002 0.001 0.013 0.057 —0.035 —0.000
(0.007)  (0.000) (0.001) (0.001) (0.000) (0.005)  (0.012)  (0.007)  (0.000)
Qlto Q3 —0.044 0.000  —0.004 0.001 —0.000 0011 —0.041 0.060  —0.000

(0.011) (0.000) (0.001)  (0.001)  (0.000)  (0.007) (0.019) (0.011) (0.000)

Notes: The table reports estimates of regressions of the variable in the column on mobility perception (interacted
with political affiliation in panels B and D). Interactions of mobility perceptions and “moderate” are not reported.
Outcome variables are defined in online Appendix OA.2. p-value diff. is the p-value of a test of equality of the
effects on left- and right-wing respondents. Panels A and B consider unconditional perceptions; panels C and D
consider perceptions when respondents are asked to think about very hard-working individuals. The p-value of a
joint test of equality of the left- and right-wing effects across equations 1s 0.133 for Q1 to Q1 perceptions and 0.11
for Q1 to Q5 perceptions. The mobility perceptions Q1 to Q1 and Q1 to Q3 are expressed as the number of children
out of 100 from the bottom guintile. Example how to read the coefficients: if a respondent who 1s left-wing thinks
10 more children out of 100 from the bottom guintile will remain in the bottom quintile, their preferred spending
on opportunities (education and health) as a share of the total budget increases by 0.3 percentage points. Controls
included in all regressions are: indicator variables for gender, age less than 43, having children, being in the top
guartile of the income distribution, having a college degree, political affiliation, having a job with a status higher

than father, having at least one of the parents not born in the country, and country times survey wave fixed effects.
Standard errors in parentheses.
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The randomized experiment

H mopépPacn oto ocvykekpuévo meipapa givor pio «tovion. [To ocvykekpiuéva to
dtopo moapakoAovBovv dvo Pivieo Omov 10 €va mapovcldlel ™ (W1 TOV TAWIOV oo
OLKOYEVELEG YOUNA®V EIGOOMNUATOV Kot TO GAAO TN (@1 TOV TodOV Omd OIKOYEVELEG
VYNAOTEP®V ELGOONUATOV.

XNV e1e0ymYN ava@EpeTal 0Tl To Pivrteo mov akolovBovv otnpilovral o€ guprnata
EMCTIUHOVIKADV EPEVVAV OVOPOPIKA UE TIC TPOOTMTIKEG TOV AWMV -0mO OIKOYEVELEG
OLOLPOPETIKMOV E100ONUATOV- Vo TETVYOLY otV (mN Tovs. To Pocikd pnvoupo moOv
TPOKVLATEL atd TNV «Tovioy gival 0TL 0ev LIAPYEL EvTovn Kowvovikn Kvntkotnto. ITo
GUYKEKPLUEVAL:

The chances of a poor kid staving poor as an adult are extremelv large.
Only very few kids from poor families will ever make it and become rich.

Children born in rich families are extremely likely to remain rich them-
selves when they grow up, like their parents. It is extremely rare for a child
from a rich family to become poor later in life.
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TaBLE 4—FirsT-5TAGE TREATMENT EFFECTS 0M MosiLmy PERCEPTIONS

Q1 o Qlio Amerncan
Q1 to Q1 to Q1 to Q1 to Q1 to 04 (K] dream
Q1 Q2 03 04 05 (qual.) (qual.) alive
(1 (2) 3 4 (3) (6) (T (&)
Panel A, Unconditional beliefs
Treated 0691 2,123 5885 .80 0,123 0.197 0.212 0.031

(0.560) (0.278) (0304) (0.201) (0.344)  (0.018)  (0.020)  (0.009)

TasLe 6—TreEarMmenT EFFEcTs on PoLicy PREFERENCES

Unequal
Support opp.
equality very Tax rate
Budget Support opp.  Government  senous  Budget Tax mate bottom  Gowvt.  Redistnbution
opp. estate tax policies  intery. problem safety net top | S0 tools index
(n (2) (3) (4) (3) () (7) (E) 9) (10)
Panel A. Treatment effects
Treated LIDE  0.002 O 0020 0.046 0225 0,357 0155 0017 0.013

(0.227) (0L.010) (D.022) (0.030) (0DO13)  (0.160) (0.398) (0.226) (0.013) (0.009)



