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A. Additional material

Table A1: Multiple Hypotheses Testing – Compensation-experiment

R-W p− value : H-B p− value :

All US Norway All US Norway

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

25 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0080 0.0080 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0086 0.0086

50 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

75 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

100 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0 0 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes

Note: The table reports the Holm-Bonferroni and Romano-Wolf corrections for multiple hypotheses testing for the
estimated treatment effects in Table 3.
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Table A2: Country Differences

Compensation Earnings Unemployment All Treatments

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Norway 0.027 0.025 0.093 0.090 0.067 0.065 0.062 0.062

(0.022) (0.022) (0.018) (0.018) (0.014) (0.015) (0.011) (0.011)

25 percent -0.139 -0.139 -0.169 -0.168 -0.163 -0.163 -0.157 -0.156
(0.026) (0.026) (0.027) (0.027) (0.024) (0.024) (0.015) (0.015)

50 percent -0.179 -0.177 -0.161 -0.162 -0.264 -0.268 -0.227 -0.228
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.021) (0.021) (0.011) (0.011)

75 percent -0.495 -0.495 -0.431 -0.431 -0.581 -0.580 -0.502 -0.501
(0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.026) (0.026) (0.016) (0.016)

100 percent -0.735 -0.734 -0.728 -0.727 -0.834 -0.836 -0.765 -0.764
(0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.019) (0.019) (0.013) (0.013)

Norway*25 0.071 0.068 0.087 0.088 0.008 0.002 0.056 0.052
(0.036) (0.036) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.020) (0.020)

Norway*50 0.005 0.002 -0.052 -0.046 -0.020 -0.020 -0.037 -0.036
(0.032) (0.032) (0.029) (0.029) (0.028) (0.028) (0.014) (0.014)

Norway*75 0.060 0.057 0.067 0.070 -0.006 -0.010 0.038 0.035
(0.042) (0.042) (0.040) (0.040) (0.038) (0.038) (0.023) (0.023)

Norway*100 -0.126 -0.126 -0.184 -0.181 -0.112 -0.108 -0.140 -0.141
(0.031) (0.031) (0.029) (0.029) (0.023) (0.024) (0.016) (0.016)

Constant 0.887 0.868 0.881 0.882 0.922 0.911 0.896 0.885
(0.015) (0.019) (0.016) (0.020) (0.013) (0.017) (0.009) (0.010)

Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes
N 5,395 5,395 5,391 5,391 5,395 5,395 22,476 22,476
R2 0.307 0.314 0.325 0.332 0.356 0.367 0.235 0.245
F-Test (interactions) 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.0000

Note: The table reports OLS regressions on a binary variable taking the value one if the spectator pays the
worker in the Compensation-experiment (Columns (1)-(2)), in the Earnings-experiment (Columns (3)-(4)),
in the Unemployment-experiment (Columns (5)-(6)), and across all treatments (Columns (7)-(8)). “Norway”
is an indicator for the spectator being from Norway. “25 percent”, “50 percent”, “75 percent”, and “100
percent” are treatment indicators.“Norway*25/50/75/100” are indicator variables between the spectator being
from Norway and the treatment indicators. Controls include dummies for income, education, gender, age, and
political ideology. The estimates are population weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A3: Additional Treatments with Controls

Panel A
National Stakes

All US Norway All US Norway

High stakes -0.046 -0.027 -0.063
(0.021) (0.027) (0.031)

Nationality -0.009 -0.003 -0.012
(0.020) (0.026) (0.030)

Constant 0.722 0.721 0.716 0.688 0.686 0.684
(0.021) (0.029) (0.031) (0.021) (0.029) (0.030)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 2,696 1,347 1,349 2,696 1,347 1,349
R2 0.014 0.007 0.029 0.017 0.008 0.029

Panel B

Endowment Cost

All US Norway All US Norway

Endowment -0.015 0.005 -0.033
(0.020) (0.026) (0.030)

Low cost -0.060 -0.114 -0.004
(0.024) (0.032) (0.035)

High cost -0.060 -0.083 -0.037
(0.024) (0.031) (0.036)

Constant 0.710 0.692 0.728 0.695 0.708 0.676
(0.021) (0.028) (0.031) (0.024) (0.032) (0.036)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 2,696 1,346 1,350 2,699 1,346 1,353
R2 0.014 0.008 0.027 0.021 0.019 0.033

Note: The table reports OLS regressions on a binary variable taking the value
one if the spectator pays the compensation, with controls. In Panel A, the base
treatment is the main treatment in the Compensation-experiment with a 50 per-
cent probability of a false claim. “High stakes” indicates the treatment where the
stakes are 8 USD, and “Nationality” indicates the treatment where the spectators
were not told that the workers were recruited on an international labor market
platform and where the pay was reported in the local currency. In columns (1)–
(3) in Panel B, the base treatment is the main treatment in the Compensation-
experiment with a 50 percent probability of a false claim, and “Endowment”
indicates the treatment where the spectator is endowed with 1 USD but does not
have a personal cost of paying. In columns (4)–(6) in Panel B, the base treatment
is the treatment where the spectator is endowed with 1 USD but does not have
a personal cost of paying, and “Low cost” and “High cost” indicate treatments
where spectators are endowed with 1 USD but there is a personal cost (0.1 USD
and 0.3 USD) if they decide to pay the worker. Controls include dummies for
income, education, gender, age, and political ideology. The estimates are popu-
lation weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A4: Multiple Hypotheses Testing – Additional Treatments

R-W p− value : H-B p− value :

All US Norway All US Norway

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

High Stakes 0.1355 0.7131 0.1633 0.0945 1 0.1885

Nationaly 0.6135 0.9880 0.7331 0.7534 1 1

Endowment 0.6135 0.9880 0.7331 0.7534 1 1

Low Cost 0.0239 0.0080 0.7331 0.0217 0.0033 1

High Cost 0.0677 0.0239 0.7331 0.0417 0.0409 1
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note: The table reports the Holm-Bonferroni and Romano-Wolf corrections
for multiple hypotheses testing for the estimated treatment effects in Table 5.
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Table A5: Regression Analysis of Treatment Effects – Earnings-experiment

All US Norway

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

25 percent -0.123 -0.121 -0.169 -0.170 -0.082 -0.080
(0.017) (0.017) (0.027) (0.027) (0.019) (0.019)

50 percent -0.187 -0.185 -0.161 -0.163 -0.213 -0.207
(0.015) (0.015) (0.022) (0.022) (0.019) (0.019)

75 percent -0.399 -0.397 -0.431 -0.433 -0.365 -0.361
(0.020) (0.020) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028)

100 percent -0.820 -0.818 -0.728 -0.727 -0.912 -0.907
(0.014) (0.015) (0.023) (0.023) (0.017) (0.017)

Low income -0.005 -0.027 0.031
(0.012) (0.017) (0.017)

Low education -0.033 -0.025 -0.049
(0.015) (0.022) (0.020)

Male 0.016 0.011 0.022
(0.012) (0.017) (0.016)

Low age 0.035 0.035 0.035
(0.012) (0.017) (0.016)

Right-wing -0.067 -0.061 -0.061
(0.013) (0.018) (0.019)

Constant 0.927 0.930 0.881 0.897 0.973 0.961
(0.009) (0.014) (0.016) (0.023) (0.008) (0.017)

N 5,391 5,391 2,692 2,692 2,699 2,699
R2 0.311 0.318 0.239 0.245 0.412 0.421

Note: The table reports OLS regressions on a binary variable taking the value of
one if the spectator pays the earnings in the Earnings-experiment for the pooled,
US, and Norway samples. “25 percent”, “50 percent”, “75 percent”, and “100 per-
cent” are treatment indicators. Controls include dummies for income, education,
gender, age, and political ideology. The estimates are population weighted. Stan-
dard errors in parentheses.
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Table A6: Multiple Hypotheses Testing – Earnings-experiment

R-W p− value : H-B p− value :

All US Norway All US Norway

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

25 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

50 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

75 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

100 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0 0 0.0000 0.0000 0 0
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes

Note: The table reports the Holm-Bonferroni and Romano-Wolf corrections for multiple hypotheses testing for the
estimated treatment effects in Table A5.
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Table A7: Compensation-experiment versus Earnings-experiment

All US Norway

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

25 percent -0.104 -0.106 -0.139 -0.140 -0.068 -0.075
(0.018) (0.018) (0.026) (0.026) (0.025) (0.026)

50 percent -0.176 -0.176 -0.179 -0.177 -0.173 -0.176
(0.016) (0.016) (0.022) (0.022) (0.023) (0.023)

75 percent -0.465 -0.466 -0.495 -0.496 -0.436 -0.440
(0.021) (0.021) (0.028) (0.028) (0.032) (0.032)

100 percent -0.797 -0.796 -0.735 -0.734 -0.861 -0.863
(0.016) (0.016) (0.023) (0.023) (0.020) (0.020)

Earnings 0.026 0.024 -0.006 -0.006 0.060 0.052
(0.014) (0.014) (0.022) (0.022) (0.017) (0.018)

Earnings*25 -0.019 -0.014 -0.030 -0.028 -0.014 -0.004
(0.025) (0.025) (0.037) (0.037) (0.032) (0.032)

Earnings*50 -0.011 -0.009 0.018 0.015 -0.040 -0.032
(0.022) (0.022) (0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.030)

Earnings*75 0.066 0.070 0.064 0.065 0.071 0.079
(0.029) (0.029) (0.040) (0.040) (0.042) (0.042)

Earnings*100 -0.023 -0.021 0.007 0.009 -0.051 -0.045
(0.021) (0.021) (0.033) (0.033) (0.026) (0.026)

Constant 0.900 0.892 0.887 0.876 0.914 0.911
(0.011) (0.014) (0.015) (0.019) (0.015) (0.019)

Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes

N 10,786 10,786 5,387 5,387 5,399 5,399
R2 0.307 0.313 0.249 0.254 0.384 0.392

Note: The Table reports OLS regressions comparing the treatment effects in the
Compensation-experiment and the treatment effects in the Earnings-experiment
for the pooled, US, and Norway samples. “25 percent”, “50 percent”, “75 per-
cent”, and “100 percent” are treatment indicators. “Earnings” is an indicator vari-
able for being in the Earnings-experiment. “Earn*25/50/75/100” are interaction
variables between being in the Earnings-experiment and the treatment indicators.
Controls include dummies for income, education, gender, age, and political ide-
ology. The estimates are population weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A9: Regression Analysis of Treatment Effects – Unemployment-experiment

All US Norway

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
25 percent -0.158 -0.161 -0.163 -0.163 -0.155 -0.162

(0.017) (0.017) (0.024) (0.024) (0.022) (0.023)

50 percent -0.274 -0.278 -0.264 -0.268 -0.284 -0.289
(0.014) (0.014) (0.021) (0.021) (0.019) (0.019)

75 percent -0.583 -0.584 -0.581 -0.580 -0.587 -0.591
(0.019) (0.019) (0.026) (0.026) (0.028) (0.028)

100 percent -0.890 -0.890 -0.834 -0.836 -0.946 -0.944
(0.012) (0.012) (0.019) (0.019) (0.013) (0.014)

Low income -0.010 -0.011 -0.002
(0.012) (0.016) (0.018)

Low education -0.003 0.001 -0.015
(0.014) (0.020) (0.019)

Male 0.024 0.023 0.025
(0.012) (0.016) (0.017)

Low age 0.065 0.049 0.078
(0.012) (0.016) (0.017)

Right-wing -0.075 -0.079 -0.069
(0.013) (0.017) (0.019)

Constant 0.955 0.943 0.922 0.919 0.989 0.968
(0.007) (0.013) (0.013) (0.019) (0.006) (0.016)

N 5,395 5,395 2,695 2,695 2,700 2,700
R2 0.353 0.364 0.311 0.320 0.401 0.414

Note: The table reports OLS regressions on a binary variable taking the value one
if the spectator pays the unemployment benefits in the Unemployment-experiment
for the pooled, US, and Norway samples. “25 percent”, “50 percent”, “75 per-
cent”, and “100 percent” are treatment indicators. Controls include dummies for
income, education, gender, age, and political ideology. The estimates are popula-
tion weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.

10



Table A10: Multiple Hypotheses Testing – Unemployment-experiment

R-W p− value : H-B p− value :

All US Norway All US Norway

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)

25 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

50 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

75 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

100 percent 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0.0040 0 0 0.0000 0.0000 0 0
Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes

Note: The table reports the Holm-Bonferroni and Romano-Wolf corrections for multiple hypotheses testing for the
estimated treatment effects in Table A9.
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Table A11: Estimated Shares – Unemployment-experiment

All US Norway

Lower bound Upper bound Lower bound Upper bound Lower bound Upper bound

False positive averse 0.203 0.319 0.241 0.341 0.167 0.295
(0.015) (0.012) (0.020) (0.016) (0.021) (0.018)

Symmetric 0 0.231 0 0.200 0 0.257
(0.038) (0.052) (0.056)

False negative averse 0.566 0.681 0.558 0.659 0.576 0.705
(0.028) (0.012) (0.038) (0.016) (0.042) (0.018)

Observations 5395 5395 2695 2695 2700 2700

Note: The table reports the lower and upper bounds of the shares of false positive averse spectators, symmetric
spectators, and false negative averse spectators in the Unemployment-experiment. The estimated shares are based
on the estimates from Table A9 without controls. The estimates are population weighted. Standard errors are in
parentheses.
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Table A12: Compensation-experiment versus Unemployment-experiment

All US Norway

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

25 percent -0.104 -0.105 -0.139 -0.139 -0.068 -0.074
(0.018) (0.018) (0.026) (0.026) (0.025) (0.026)

50 percent -0.176 -0.175 -0.179 -0.176 -0.173 -0.176
(0.016) (0.016) (0.022) (0.022) (0.023) (0.023)

75 percent -0.465 -0.466 -0.495 -0.494 -0.436 -0.440
(0.021) (0.021) (0.028) (0.028) (0.032) (0.032)

100 percent -0.797 -0.795 -0.735 -0.733 -0.861 -0.861
(0.016) (0.016) (0.023) (0.023) (0.020) (0.020)

Unemployment 0.055 0.061 0.035 0.041 0.075 0.080
(0.013) (0.013) (0.020) (0.020) (0.016) (0.017)

Unemployment*25 -0.055 -0.056 -0.024 -0.024 -0.087 -0.088
(0.025) (0.025) (0.035) (0.035) (0.034) (0.034)

Unemployment*50 -0.098 -0.103 -0.085 -0.091 -0.111 -0.113
(0.021) (0.021) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030)

Unemployment*75 -0.118 -0.119 -0.085 -0.086 -0.151 -0.150
(0.029) (0.028) (0.038) (0.038) (0.042) (0.042)

Unemployment*100 -0.093 -0.096 -0.099 -0.103 -0.085 -0.084
(0.019) (0.020) (0.030) (0.030) (0.024) (0.025)

Constant 0.900 0.880 0.887 0.865 0.914 0.900
(0.011) (0.013) (0.015) (0.019) (0.015) (0.019)

Controls No Yes No Yes No Yes

N 10,790 10,790 5,390 5,390 5,400 5,400
R2 0.328 0.337 0.285 0.292 0.379 0.389

Note: The table reports OLS regressions comparing the treatment effects in the
Compensation-experiment and the treatment effects in the Unemployment-experiment
for the pooled, US, and Norway samples. “25 percent”, “50 percent”, “75 percent”, and
“100 percent” are treatment indicators. “Unemployment” is an indicator variable for be-
ing in the Unemployment-experiment. “Unemp*25/50/75/100” are interaction variables
between being in the Unemployment-experiment and the treatment indicators. Controls
include dummies for income, education, gender, age, and political ideology. The esti-
mates are population weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A15: Policy Attitudes - Associations with Controls

Panel A: Unemployment
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Male 0.138
(0.024)

Low education 0.202
(0.027)

Low income 0.440
(0.024)

Low age 0.406
(0.024)

Right-wing -0.876
(0.026)

Altruism 0.343
(0.019)

Religion 0.015
(0.011)

Constant 4.291 4.307 4.161 4.153 4.629 2.218 4.282
(0.017) (0.014) (0.016) (0.016) (0.014) (0.117) (0.056)

N 22,476 22,476 22,476 22,476 22,476 22,476 22,476
R2 0.002 0.003 0.018 0.015 0.060 0.019 0.000

Panel B: Income Inequality
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

Male 0.235
(0.024)

Low education 0.203
(0.026)

Low income 0.362
(0.024)

Low age 0.468
(0.024)

Right-wing -1.351
(0.026)

Altruism 0.254
(0.019)

Religion -0.233
(0.011)

Constant 5.049 5.113 5.004 4.927 5.581 3.577 6.384
(0.018) (0.014) (0.017) (0.017) (0.012) (0.118) (0.056)

N 22,476 22,476 22,476 22,476 22,476 22,476 22,476
R2 0.005 0.003 0.012 0.020 0.139 0.010 0.026

Note: The table reports OLS regressions where the dependent variable is the re-
sponse on a seven-point agree-disagree scale on the statement “Unemployment
benefits should be made more generous” (Panel A) and the statement “The gov-
ernment should help reduce income inequalities” (Panel B) across all treatments.
The regressors in the columns (1) - (5) are dummies for gender, education, in-
come, age, and political ideology. In column (6), the regressor is the response
on the following questions on altruism “How willing are you to give to good
causes without expecting anything in return?” (not willing at all (1), not too
willing (2), somewhat willing (3), very willing(4)), and in (7) the response on
the following question on religiosity: “Is religion important in your life?” (not
important at all (1), not too important (2), somewhat important (3), very impor-
tant (4)). Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A16: Policy Attitudes - Probability of a False Claim is 50 percent

Unemployment Income inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Pay 0.562 0.251 0.237 0.240 0.412 0.230 0.185 0.158
(0.056) (0.043) (0.043) (0.043) (0.056) (0.048) (0.048) (0.047)

Fairness: unemployment benefits 0.424 0.405 0.395
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Cost: unemployment benefits -0.362 -0.341 -0.345
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Fairness: income equalization 0.409 0.348 0.351
(0.012) (0.013) (0.013)

Cost: income equalization -0.273 -0.238 -0.218
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Constant 3.938 3.630 3.636 2.446 4.853 4.771 4.903 4.416
(0.048) (0.120) (0.119) (0.224) (0.048) (0.095) (0.095) (0.228)

Controls No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Additional controls No No No Yes No No No Yes

N 5,390 5,390 5,390 5,390 5,390 5,390 5,390 5,390
R2 0.024 0.422 0.437 0.444 0.012 0.293 0.330 0.343

Note: The table reports OLS regressions where the dependent variable is the response on a seven-point
agree-disagree scale on the statement “Unemployment benefits should be made more generous” (columns
(1)-(4)) or the statement “The government should help reduce income inequalities” (columns (5)-(8)), for
the treatments where the probability of a false claim is 50 percent. “Pay” is a binary variable taking the
value one if the spectator pays the worker. Regressors indicate agreement with the following statements on
a five-point scale: “It is unfair that the involuntary unemployed are not fully compensated for their income
loss” (“Fairness: unemployment benefits”), “Generous unemployment benefits hurt the economy” (“Cost:
unemployment benefits”), “It is unfair that some people have higher income than others” (“Fairness: income
equalization”), “Large income redistribution hurts the economy” (“Cost: income equalization”). Controls
include dummies for income, education, gender, age, and political ideology. Additional controls include
a regressor indicating the response to the following question on a four-point scale: “How willing are you
to give to good causes without expecting anything in return?” (not willing at all (1), not too willing (2),
somewhat willing (3), very willing(4)) and a regressor indicating the response to the following question
on a four-point scale “Is religion important in your life?” (not important at all (1), not too important (2),
somewhat important (3), very important (4)). The estimates are population weighted. Standard errors in
parentheses.
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Table A17: Policy Attitudes – US

Unemployment Income inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Pay 0.602 0.295 0.272 0.270 0.379 0.203 0.155 0.138
(0.034) (0.027) (0.026) (0.026) (0.036) (0.030) (0.029) (0.028)

Fairness: unemployment benefits 0.472 0.444 0.440
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Cost: unemployment benefits -0.309 -0.290 -0.292
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Fairness: income equalization 0.462 0.387 0.389
(0.008) (0.008) (0.008)

Cost: income equalization -0.278 -0.232 -0.219
(0.009) (0.009) (0.009)

Constant 4.234 3.357 3.438 2.718 4.716 4.448 4.536 2.988
(0.027) (0.078) (0.076) (0.153) (0.029) (0.059) (0.060) (0.157)

Controls No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Additional controls No No No Yes No No No Yes

N 11,226 11,226 11,226 11,226 11,226 11,226 11,226 11,226
R2 0.029 0.419 0.440 0.442 0.010 0.330 0.380 0.392

Note: The table reports OLS regressions where the dependent variable is the response on a seven-point
agree-disagree scale on the statement “Unemployment benefits should be made more generous” (columns
(1)-(4)) or the statement “The government should help reduce income inequalities” (columns (5)-(8)), for
the US sample. “Pay” is a binary variable taking the value one if the spectator pays the worker. Regressors
indicate agreement with the following statements on a five-point scale: “It is unfair that the involuntary
unemployed are not fully compensated for their income loss” (“Fairness: unemployment benefits”), “Gen-
erous unemployment benefits hurt the economy” (“Cost: unemployment benefits”), “It is unfair that some
people have higher income than others” (“Fairness: income equalization”), “Large income redistribution
hurts the economy” (“Cost: income equalization”). Controls include dummies for income, education, gen-
der, age, and political ideology. Additional controls include a regressor indicating the response to the
following question on a four-point scale: “How willing are you to give to good causes without expecting
anything in return?” (not willing at all (1), not too willing (2), somewhat willing (3), very willing(4)) and
a regressor indicating the response to the following question on a four-point scale “Is religion important in
your life?” (not important at all (1), not too important (2), somewhat important (3), very important (4)).
The estimates are population weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A18: Policy Attitudes – Norway

Unemployment Income inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Pay 0.561 0.286 0.274 0.271 0.292 0.146 0.120 0.105
(0.035) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.034) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)

Fairness: unemployment benefits 0.343 0.329 0.329
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010)

Cost: unemployment benefits -0.422 -0.408 -0.405
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Fairness: income equalization 0.385 0.333 0.333
(0.008) (0.009) (0.009)

Cost: income equalization -0.252 -0.212 -0.196
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Constant 3.761 4.128 4.092 3.910 5.200 5.123 5.296 4.155
(0.029) (0.087) (0.087) (0.174) (0.028) (0.064) (0.061) (0.163)

Controls No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Additional controls No No No Yes No No No Yes

N 11,250 11,250 11,250 11,250 11,250 11,250 11,250 11,250
R2 0.031 0.433 0.440 0.441 0.009 0.301 0.340 0.352

Note: The table reports OLS regressions where the dependent variable is the response on a seven-point
agree-disagree scale on the statement “Unemployment benefits should be made more generous” (columns
(1)-(4)) or the statement “The government should help reduce income inequalities” (columns (5)-(8)), for
the Norway sample. “Pay” is a binary variable taking the value one if the spectator pays the worker. Regres-
sors indicate agreement with the following statements on a five-point scale: “It is unfair that the involuntary
unemployed are not fully compensated for their income loss” (“Fairness: unemployment benefits”), “Gen-
erous unemployment benefits hurt the economy” (“Cost: unemployment benefits”), “It is unfair that some
people have higher income than others” (“Fairness: income equalization”), “Large income redistribution
hurts the economy” (“Cost: income equalization”). Controls include dummies for income, education, gen-
der, age, and political ideology. Additional controls include a regressor indicating the response to the
following question on a four-point scale: “How willing are you to give to good causes without expecting
anything in return?” (not willing at all (1), not too willing (2), somewhat willing (3), very willing(4)) and
a regressor indicating the response to the following question on a four-point scale “Is religion important in
your life?” (not important at all (1), not too important (2), somewhat important (3), very important (4)).
The estimates are population weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A19: Policy Attitudes – Compensation-experiment

Unemployment Income inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Pay 0.448 0.157 0.152 0.148 0.338 0.188 0.159 0.144

(0.050) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.051) (0.043) (0.042) (0.041)

Fairness: unemployment benefits 0.449 0.426 0.417
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Cost: unemployment benefits -0.372 -0.346 -0.348
(0.014) (0.015) (0.014)

Fairness: income equalization 0.416 0.348 0.355
(0.012) (0.013) (0.013)

Cost: income equalization -0.280 -0.239 -0.217
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Constant 4.158 3.727 3.719 2.683 4.962 4.872 4.949 4.386
(0.040) (0.118) (0.116) (0.220) (0.041) (0.090) (0.089) (0.222)

Controls No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Additional controls No No No Yes No No No Yes
N 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395
R2 0.017 0.452 0.467 0.472 0.009 0.308 0.352 0.367

Note: The table reports OLS regressions where the dependent variable is the response on a seven-point
agree-disagree scale on the statement “Unemployment benefits should be made more generous” (columns
(1)-(4)) or the statement “The government should help reduce income inequalities” (columns (5)-(8)), for
the Compensation-experiment. “Pay” is a binary variable taking the value one if the spectator pays the
worker. Regressors indicate agreement with the following statements on a five-point scale: “It is unfair that
the involuntary unemployed are not fully compensated for their income loss” (“Fairness: unemployment
benefits”), “Generous unemployment benefits hurt the economy” (“Cost: unemployment benefits”), “It
is unfair that some people have higher income than others” (“Fairness: income equalization”), “Large
income redistribution hurts the economy” (“Cost: income equalization”). Controls include dummies for
income, education, gender, age, and political ideology. Additional controls include a regressor indicating
the response to the following question on a four-point scale: “How willing are you to give to good causes
without expecting anything in return?” (not willing at all (1), not too willing (2), somewhat willing (3),
very willing(4)) and a regressor indicating the response to the following question on a four-point scale “Is
religion important in your life?” (not important at all (1), not too important (2), somewhat important (3),
very important (4)). The estimates are population weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A20: Policy Attitudes – Earnings-experiment

Unemployment Income inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Pay 0.450 0.262 0.238 0.239 0.327 0.189 0.149 0.131

(0.050) (0.039) (0.038) (0.038) (0.051) (0.044) (0.043) (0.042)

Fairness: unemployment benefits 0.435 0.413 0.409
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Cost: unemployment benefits -0.359 -0.337 -0.337
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Fairness: income equalization 0.385 0.325 0.328
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012)

Cost: income equalization -0.286 -0.238 -0.214
(0.014) (0.014) (0.015)

Constant 4.088 3.618 3.577 2.700 4.974 4.998 5.129 4.392
(0.040) (0.121) (0.118) (0.213) (0.042) (0.088) (0.087) (0.221)

Controls No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Additional controls No No No Yes No No No Yes
N 5,391 5,391 5,391 5,391 5,391 5,391 5,391 5,391
R2 0.017 0.431 0.448 0.451 0.009 0.287 0.335 0.354

Note: The table reports OLS regressions where the dependent variable is the response on a seven-point
agree-disagree scale on the statement “Unemployment benefits should be made more generous” (columns
(1)-(4)) or the statement “The government should help reduce income inequalities” (columns (5)-(8)), for
the Earnings-experiment. “Pay” is a binary variable taking the value one if the spectator pays the worker.
Regressors indicate agreement with the following statements on a five-point scale: “It is unfair that the
involuntary unemployed are not fully compensated for their income loss” (“Fairness: unemployment bene-
fits”), “Generous unemployment benefits hurt the economy” (“Cost: unemployment benefits”), “It is unfair
that some people have higher income than others” (“Fairness: income equalization”), “Large income redis-
tribution hurts the economy” (“Cost: income equalization”). Controls include dummies for income, educa-
tion, gender, age, and political ideology. Additional controls include a regressor indicating the response to
the following question on a four-point scale: “How willing are you to give to good causes without expecting
anything in return?” (not willing at all (1), not too willing (2), somewhat willing (3), very willing(4)) and
a regressor indicating the response to the following question on a four-point scale “Is religion important in
your life?” (not important at all (1), not too important (2), somewhat important (3), very important (4)).
The estimates are population weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.

21



Table A21: Policy Attitudes – Unemployment-experiment

Unemployment Income inequality

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Pay 0.770 0.455 0.432 0.437 0.365 0.151 0.106 0.091

(0.049) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.051) (0.043) (0.042) (0.042)

Fairness: unemployment benefits 0.367 0.360 0.352
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Cost: unemployment benefits -0.349 -0.333 -0.339
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Fairness: income equalization 0.446 0.386 0.390
(0.012) (0.013) (0.012)

Cost: income equalization -0.283 -0.245 -0.219
(0.015) (0.015) (0.015)

Constant 3.761 3.657 3.682 2.566 4.916 4.776 4.946 4.760
(0.039) (0.117) (0.117) (0.233) (0.041) (0.090) (0.090) (0.222)

Controls No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
Additional controls No No No Yes No No No Yes
N 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395 5,395
R2 0.052 0.389 0.399 0.408 0.011 0.324 0.360 0.374

Note: The table reports OLS regressions where the dependent variable is the response on a seven-point
agree-disagree scale on the statement “Unemployment benefits should be made more generous” (columns
(1)-(4)) or the statement “The government should help reduce income inequalities” (columns (5)-(8)), for
the Unemployment-experiment. “Pay” is a binary variable taking the value one if the spectator pays the
worker. Regressors indicate agreement with the following statements on a five-point scale: “It is unfair that
the involuntary unemployed are not fully compensated for their income loss” (“Fairness: unemployment
benefits”), “Generous unemployment benefits hurt the economy” (“Cost: unemployment benefits”), “It
is unfair that some people have higher income than others” (“Fairness: income equalization”), “Large
income redistribution hurts the economy” (“Cost: income equalization”). Controls include dummies for
income, education, gender, age, and political ideology. Additional controls include a regressor indicating
the response to the following question on a four-point scale: “How willing are you to give to good causes
without expecting anything in return?” (not willing at all (1), not too willing (2), somewhat willing (3),
very willing(4)) and a regressor indicating the response to the following question on a four-point scale “Is
religion important in your life?” (not important at all (1), not too important (2), somewhat important (3),
very important (4)). The estimates are population weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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Table A23: Policy Attitudes – Unemployment versus Disability

All US Norway

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

Disability -0.096 -0.096 -0.063 -0.063 -0.131 -0.129
(0.018) (0.017) (0.023) (0.023) (0.026) (0.026)

Male 0.029 0.018 0.039
(0.017) (0.023) (0.027)

Low education -0.010 -0.021 -0.001
(0.020) (0.028) (0.030)

Low income -0.000 -0.013 0.017
(0.018) (0.024) (0.027)

Low age 0.075 0.066 0.084
(0.017) (0.023) (0.026)

Right-wing -0.120 -0.106 -0.134
(0.019) (0.026) (0.029)

Constant 0.681 0.669 0.659 0.660 0.705 0.677
(0.012) (0.020) (0.016) (0.027) (0.018) (0.029)

N 3,595 3,595 1,797 1,797 1,798 1,798
R2 0.010 0.033 0.004 0.021 0.019 0.049

Note: The table reports OLS regression estimates comparing the will-
ingness to pay unemployment benefits and disability benefits when the
probability of a false claim is 50 percent, for the pooled, US, and Nor-
way samples. “Disability” is an indicator variable equal to one if the
spectator is asked about disability benefits and zero if the spectator is
asked about unemployment benefits. Controls include dummies for in-
come, education, gender, age, and political ideology. The estimates are
population weighted. Standard errors in parentheses.
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B. Earnings-experiment - Study 1 and Study 2

This appendix presents an overview of the two versions of the Earnings-experiment, Study 1 and
Study 2, that were conducted in the US and Norway prior to main data collection. Both studies
were organized through the international survey provider Norstat, Study 1 was implemented
in 2019 and Study 2 in 2015. In both the US and Norway, spectators were recruited from an
existing panel to reflect the general population on a limited set of observables (age, gender, and
geographical location).

In both Study 1 and Study 2, the spectators decide whether to pay workers earnings for
having completed an assignment. In Study 1, the spectators decide whether a worker should be
paid when there is a chance that the worker has filed a false claim. In Study 2, the spectators
decide whether a group of four workers should be paid when some of the workers have filed a
false claim.

B.1 Samples

Table B1 provides an overview of the background characteristics of the spectators in the two
countries for each of the two experiments.

Table B1: Descriptive Statistics

Study 1 Study 2

United States Norway United States Norway

Household income (median) 55.000 (USD) 750.000 (NOK) 75.000 (USD) 650.000 (NOK)

Low education (share) 0.45 0.45 0.34 0.37

Male 0.50 0.47 0.46 0.50

Age 42 46 45 49

Right-wing (share) 0.33 0.23 0.31 0.26

N 1000 1001 1000 1000

Note: The table presents the descriptive statistics for the spectators’ background variables. Par-
ticipants were recruited independently and organized through Research Now in the US and Nor-
stat in Norway. The income variable is yearly household income in USD for the US and NOK
for Norway (1 USD was about 8 NOK when these experiments were implemented), for which
the median is displayed. “Low education” indicates the share of individuals not having a college
degree. “Male” indicates the share of individuals who are male, “Age” is the mean age in years,
and “Right-wing” indicates the share of individuals voting for the Republican Party in the US or
one of two right-wing parties in Norway (the Conservative Party and the Progress Party; Høyre
and Fremskrittspartiet).
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The main stages of Study 1 are summarized in Table B2.

Table B2: Sequence of Events in the Experiment

Stage of experiment

1. Work stage: Workers choose whether to do an assignment or to report falsely
that they have done an assignment.
2. Matching stage: Workers are matched in five different groups such that
the probability that a worker randomly drawn from the group has filed a false claim is either 0,
25, 50, 75, or 100 percent. Each spectator is randomly matched to a worker
from one of the five groups.
3. Payment stage: Each spectator is informed of the probability that the
worker has filed a false claim and asked to decide whether the worker should get paid. The workers are
paid according to the spectator decisions.

Note: The table provides an overview of the main stages of the experiment in Study 1. Study 2 follows
the same main stages, but in this case the stakeholders decide whether to pay earnings to a group of four
workers.

B.2 Study 1: Payment to an individual

In Study 1, we examine spectators that decide whether to pay a worker earnings for an assign-
ment when they know the probability that the worker has filed a false claim. The key features of
Study 1 are the same as in the Earnings-experiment in the main paper, but there are some minor
differences in the instructions.

B.2.1 Results

Figure B1 shows the share of spectators choosing to pay the worker in each of the five treatments
for the pooled sample, and separately for the US and Norway. Most spectators choose to pay
the worker when it is certain that the worker has not cheated. An almost equally large majority
chooses not to pay when it is certain that the worker has filed a correct claim. The share paying
the worker is almost unaffected by the probability of a false claim until the probability of a false
claim is higher than 0.5. For the US and Norway, the patterns are quite similar, except that the
share who do not pay when it is certain that the worker filed a correct claim is higher in the US
than in Norway (p = 0.01).
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Figure B1: Share of Spectators who Pay
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Note: The figure shows the share of spectators choosing to pay in each of the five treatments in Study 1 and Study
2. The upper, middle, and lower panels provide the shares for the pooled sample, the US sample, and the Norway
sample. The treatments are indicated with the probability of a worker having filed a false claim in Study 1 and the
share who has filed a false claim in Study 2. The standard errors are indicated.

Table B3 reports the corresponding regression analysis for the pooled sample and for the
US sample and the Norway sample separately. 83.7 percent of the spectators pay the worker
when it is certain that the worker has done the assignment, while this share drops by 3.2 and 5.7
percentage points when the probability of a false claim increases to 0.25 and 0.5 respectively. It
follows that there are more false negative averse spectators than false positive averse spectators
in the pooled sample, with an estimated difference of 56.0 percentage points (p< 0.001). In both
countries there are more false negative averse spectators than false positive averse spectators.
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Table B3: Regression Analysis of Treatment Effects - Study 1

All US Norway

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

25 percent -0.032 -0.033 -0.060 -0.062 -0.005 -0.010
(0.027) (0.027) (0.044) (0.044) (0.030) (0.030)

50 percent -0.057 -0.057 -0.085 -0.088 -0.029 -0.037
(0.028) (0.028) (0.044) (0.044) (0.032) (0.032)

75 percent -0.252 -0.251 -0.260 -0.269 -0.245 -0.246
(0.031) (0.031) (0.046) (0.046) (0.040) (0.040)

100 percent -0.612 -0.611 -0.540 -0.547 -0.685 -0.681
(0.028) (0.028) (0.042) (0.042) (0.036) (0.036)

low income -0.042 0.006 -0.013
(0.019) (0.031) (0.026)

Low education -0.033 -0.064 -0.013
(0.019) (0.030) (0.024)

Male -0.064 -0.063 -0.040
(0.019) (0.029) (0.025)

Low age 0.031 -0.039 0.097
(0.019) (0.030) (0.024)

Right-wing -0.030 -0.004 -0.023
(0.022) (0.032) (0.031)

Constant 0.837 0.893 0.775 0.857 0.900 0.887
(0.018) (0.024) (0.030) (0.039) (0.021) (0.029)

N 2,001 2,001 1,000 1,000 1,001 1,001
R2 0.228 0.239 0.158 0.168 0.332 0.349

Note: The table reports OLS regressions on an indicator variable tak-
ing the value one if the spectator pays. “25 percent”, “50 percent”,
“75 percent”, and “100 percent” are indicators of the probability that
the worker has filed a false claim. “Low income” is an indicator for
reporting a household income of less than 60,000 USD in the US and
less than 600,000 NOK in Norway, “Low education” is an indicator
for not having a college degree, “Male” is an indicator for being male,
and “Low age” is an indicator for being below median age. A partici-
pant is classified as “Right-wing” if voting for the Republican Party in
the US or one of two right-wing parties in Norway (the Conservative
Party and the Progress Party; Høyre and Fremskrittspartiet). Robust
standard errors in parentheses.
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Table B4 displays estimated shares of the upper and lower bounds of the shares of false
positive averse, symmetric, and false negative averse for the pooled, US and Norway samples.
About 75 percent of the spectators are false negative averse, around 20.0 percent of the spec-
tators are false positive averse, while only a negligible share of the spectators has symmetric
preferences. We observe a significantly larger share of false negative averse spectators and a
significantly smaller share of false positive averse spectators in the US than in Norway (in both
cases, p < 0.001).

Table B4: Estimated Shares

All - Study 1 All - Study 2

Lower bound Upper bound Lower bound Upper bound

False positive averse 0.195 0.219 0.353 0.358
(0.020) (0.021) (0.054) (0.024)

Symmetric 0 0.049 0 0.010
(0.057) (0.068)

False negative averse 0.756 0.781 0.638 0.643
(0.046) (0.021) (0.024) (0.024)

US - Study 1 US - Study 2

Lower bound Upper bound Lower bound Upper bound

False positive averse 0.285 0.310 0.290 0.355
(0.032) (0.033) (0.076) (0.034)

Symmetric 0 0.050 0 0.130
(0.092) (0.097)

False negative averse 0.665 0.690 0.580 0.645
(0.073) (0.033) (0.035) (0.034)

Norway - Study 1 Norway - Study 2

Lower bound Upper bound Lower bound Upper bound

False positive averse 0.285 0.310 0.205 0.355
(0.032) (0.033) (0.034) (0.034)

Symmetric 0 0.050 0 0.300
(0.092) (0.089)

False negative averse 0.665 0.690 0.495 0.645
(0.073) (0.033) (0.074) (0.034)

Note: The table displays the lower and upper bounds for the share of false positive
averse spectators, symmetric spectators, and false negative averse spectators in the
pooled sample (upper panels), in the US (middle panels), and Norway (lower panels),
for each of the two studies. Standard errors are in brackets.
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Figure B2 shows the strength of the spectators’ preferences when deciding whether to pay
the worker by comparing the upper bounds of the shares of false positive spectators and false
negative averse spectators with the shares of strongly false positive averse spectators and the
share of strongly false negative averse spectators. Most of the spectators have strong preferences:
about 19.5 percent of the spectators are strongly false positive averse, while about 58.5 percent
of the spectators are strongly false negative averse. The patterns are the same in both countries.
However, we find a larger share of strongly false positive averse spectators in the US than in
Norway, and a larger share of strongly false negative averse spectators in Norway than in the US
(in both cases, p < 0.001).

Figure B2: Strength of Second-best Fairness Preferences
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Note: The dark bars report the estimated upper bounds of the shares of spectators who are false positive averse and
false negative averse. The transparent grey bars report the shares of spectators who are strongly false positive averse
or strongly false negative averse. The upper panels report the estimates for the pooled samples in Study 1 and Study
2. The middle panels report the estimates for the US sample and the lower panel reports the estimates for the Norway
sample. The standard errors are indicated.
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B.3 Study 2: Payment to a Group

In Study 2, we examine spectators making a choice about whether to pay a group of workers
earnings for an assignment when they know how many of the workers in the group have filed a
false claim. The spectators cannot differentiate between the group members, they have to pay
all or none of them.

B.3.1 Results

In Figure B1, we observe that 90.5 percent of the spectators choose to pay when it is certain that
all the workers have filed a correct claim, while 86.8 percent choose not to pay when it is certain
that all the workers have filed a false claim.

Table B5 reports the corresponding regression analysis for the pooled sample and for the US
and Norway samples separately. The introduction of a first and second worker who filed a false
claim in the group causes a 9.0 percentage points and a 26.2 percentage point drop in the share
paying. It follows that there are more false negative averse than false positive averse spectators
in the pooled sample, with an estimated difference of 28.5 percentage points (p < 0.001). While
there is no change in the share of spectators paying with a third worker filing a false claim, we
observe the largest drop in the share paying when everyone in the group has filed a false claim,
with only 13.3 percent of the spectators paying (p < 0.001). Columns (3) - (6) show that there
are more false negative averse spectators than false positive averse spectators in both the US and
in Norway, with an estimated difference in the share of false negative averse spectators and the
share of false positive averse spectators of 29.0 percentage points and 28.0 percentage points in
the US and Norway.

Table B4 shows that about 65 percent of the spectators are false negative averse in the pooled
sample, while about 35 percent of the spectators are false positive averse. Only a negligible share
of the spectators exhibits symmetric preferences. The estimated shares of the different types of
spectators are almost the same in the US and Norway.

The right panels of Figure B2 show the strength of the second-best fairness preferences. We
observe that almost all of the false negative averse spectators are strongly false negative averse.
For the false positive averse spectators, we observe that about half of them have a strong second-
best fairness preferences. There is a larger share of strongly false negative averse spectators in
Norway compared to the US.
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Table B5: Regression Analysis of Treatment Effects - Study 2

All US Norway

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

25 percent -0.090 -0.093 -0.095 -0.091 -0.085 -0.096
(0.024) (0.024) (0.036) (0.036) (0.033) (0.032)

50 percent -0.262 -0.266 -0.245 -0.247 -0.280 -0.288
(0.028) (0.028) (0.041) (0.040) (0.039) (0.039)

75 percent -0.267 -0.269 -0.310 -0.302 -0.225 -0.231
(0.028) (0.028) (0.041) (0.040) (0.038) (0.037)

100 percent -0.773 -0.774 -0.775 -0.766 -0.770 -0.779
(0.022) (0.022) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.031)

low income 0.046 0.023 0.068
(0.019) (0.029) (0.025)

Low education -0.017 0.022 -0.059
(0.019) (0.029) (0.026)

Male -0.061 -0.088 -0.042
(0.018) (0.027) (0.025)

Low age 0.022 -0.012 0.058
(0.018) (0.027) (0.025)

Right-wing -0.089 -0.092 -0.083
(0.020) (0.028) (0.030)

Constant 0.905 0.940 0.890 0.945 0.920 0.939
(0.015) (0.021) (0.022) (0.032) (0.019) (0.028)

N 2,000 2,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000
R2 0.306 0.322 0.301 0.319 0.315 0.336

Note: The table reports OLS regressions on an indicator variable tak-
ing the value one if the spectator pays. “25 percent”, “50 percent”,“75
percent”, and “100 percent” are indicators of the share of workers in
the group who has filed a false claim. “Low income” is an indicator for
reporting a household income of less than 60,000 USD in the US and
less than 600,000 NOK in Norway, “Low education” is an indicator
for not having a college degree, “Male” is an indicator for being male,
and “Low age” is an indicator for being below median age. A partici-
pant is classified as “Right-wing” if voting for the Republican Party in
the US or one of two right-wing parties in Norway (the Conservative
Party and the Progress Party; Høyre and Fremskrittspartiett). Robust
standard errors in parentheses.
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B.4 Political Affiliation and Policy Attitudes

Table B6 provides an overview of the estimated political differences in the shares of false neg-
ative averse spectators (upper bound), and strongly false positive spectators and strongly false
negative averse spectators pooled for the two studies and for each study separately. In both the
US and Norway, there is a smaller share of strongly false negative averse spectators among the
right-wing participants than among the non-right-wing participants.

Table B7 estimates the effect of paying in the experiment on the extent to which the spectator
agrees with the statement “The state should help reduce income inequality in society.” There is
a significant positive association between paying in the experiment and agreeing that the state
should help reduce income inequality: being false negative averse increases significantly the
support for redistribution (p< 0.001). We observe the same associations between the spectators’
behavior and political attitudes in the US and Norway.

Table B6: Political Differences: Right-wing versus Non-right-wing

All US Norway

Pooled Study 1 Study 2 Pooled Study 1 Study 2 Pooled Study 1 Study 2

False Negative -0.079 -0.024 -0.113 -0.045 0.048 -0.136 -0.106 -0.072 -0.090
(0.037) (0.049) (0.053) (0.052) (0.071) (0.076) (0.052) (0.065) (0.076)

Strongly False Positive 0.044 0.065 0.020 0.010 0.026 -0.022 0.050 0.044 0.063
(0.033) (0.046) (0.047) (0.046) (0.067) (0.062) (0.046) (0.058) (0.074)

Strongly False Negative -0.160 -0.116 -0.206 -0.169 -0.126 -0.210 -0.135 -0.064 -0.202
(0.039) (0.056) (0.054) (0.054) (0.076) (0.077) (0.056) (0.084) (0.075)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 4,001 2,001 2,000 2,000 1,000 1,000 2,001 1,001 1,000
R2 0.267 0.232 0.318 0.226 0.162 0.315 0.318 0.335 0.326

Note: The table reports the difference between right-wing and non-right-wing spectators in the share of
false negative averse spectators (upper bound) in the first row. The estimated difference in the share of false
positives spectators (upper bound) is the opposite and thus not reported. The political differences in the
share of strongly false positive averse spectators and the share of strongly false negative averse spectators are
reported in the second row and the third row. Standard errors in parentheses
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Table B7: Should Equalize

All US Norway

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

Pay 0.114 0.085 0.098
(0.033) (0.048) (0.042)

False negative averse 0.224 0.232 0.196
(0.080) (0.111) (0.109)

Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

N 4,001 801 2,000 400 2,001 401
R2 0.034 0.060 0.066 0.109 0.020 0.052

Note: The table reports OLS results from regressions on the standardized
response to the question “To what extent do you agree or disagree with the
following statement: The state should help reduce income inequalities in so-
ciety”, where the response was on a seven-point scale from strongly disagree
to strongly agree. “Pay” is an indicator for the spectator paying; “False neg-
ative averse” is an indicator for paying in the treatment where the probability
that the worker has filed a false claim (Study 1) or the share of workers filing
a false claim (Study 2) is 50 percent. The regressions reported in columns (1),
(3), and (5) are based on the pooled sample, the US sample, and the Norway
sample, respectively. The regressions reported in columns (2), (4), and (6) are
based on the subsample randomly assigned to the treatment where the proba-
bility that the worker has filed a false claim (Study 1) or the share of workers
who has filed a false claim (Study 2) is 50 percent. Controls included, but
not reported, are indicators for gender, age, education, and income. Standard
errors in parentheses.
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B.5 Conclusion

The results from the two previous versions of the Earnings-experiment are in line with the results
from the main experiment. In both Study 1 and Study 2, we find that most spectators are false
negative averse and that a significant minority of the spectators are false positive averse. We also
observe that most spectators have strong second-best fairness preferences, the large majority be-
ing either strongly false negative averse or strongly false positive averse. These findings apply
to both the US and Norway. In both studies, we find that the share of strongly false negative
averse spectators is greater in Norway than in the US. Furthermore, right-wing spectators are
more likely to be strongly false negative averse than non-right-wing spectators, and false nega-
tive averse spectators are more likely to be supportive of redistribution than false positive averse
spectators.
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C. Experimental instructions

This appendix displays the instructions for spectators and workers in the Compensation-experiment,
the Earnings-experiment, and the Unemployment-experiment in the main study, as well as the
instructions for the previous Earnings-experiments (Study 1 and Study 2).

C.1 Instructions 2022

We provide the instructions as presented for the USA sample. For the Compensation-experiment,
we provide instructions for all treatments except the treatment with low cost. For the Earnings-
experiment and Unemployment-experiment, we report instructions for the treatments where it is
equally likely that the worker has filed a false claim or a correct claim. Furthermore, we report
the policy attitude questions and the questions on altruism and religiosity. Finally, this appendix
also comprises the instructions presented to workers.
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C.1.1 Compensation-experiment

Figure C1: Spectator Instructions for the Compensation-experiment - P=0
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Figure C2: Spectator Instructions for the Compensation-experiment - P = 0.25
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Figure C3: Spectator Instructions for the Compensation-experiment - P = 0.5
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Figure C4: Spectator Instructions for the Compensation-experiment - P = 0.75
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Figure C5: Spectator Instructions for the Compensation-experiment - P = 1
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Figure C6: Spectator Instructions for the Compensation-experiment - Nationality, P=0.5
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Figure C7: Spectator Instructions for the Compensation-experiment - Stakes, P=0.5
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Figure C8: Spectator Instructions for the Compensation-experiment - Endowment, P=0.5
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Figure C9: Spectator Instructions for the Compensation-experiment - High cost, P=0.5

45



Figure C10: Worker Instructions - Compensation-experiment
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C.1.2 Earnings-experiment

Figure C11: Spectator Instructions for the Earnings-experiment - P = 0.5
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C.1.3 Unemployment-experiment

Figure C12: Spectator Instructions for the Unemployment-experiment - P = 0.5
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Figure C13: Spectator Instructions for the Unemployment-experiment - Disability, P = 0.5
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C.1.5 Policy Attitudes and Additional Controls

Figure C14: Policy Attitudes, Fairness view, and Beliefs - Unemployment Benefits and
Redistribution

Figure C15: Policy Attitudes, Fairness View, and Beliefs - Disability Benefits
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Figure C16: Additional Controls - Altruism and Religiosity
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C.2 Instructions - Previous Experiments (Study 1 and Study 2)

We here provide the instructions given to the spectators in the two versions of the Earnings-
experiment conducted before the main data collection, We report instructions for the treatments
where it is equally likely that the individual has made a false claim (Study 1) and equally many
workers in the group that have filed a false a claim as a correct claim. We also provide the
instructions given to the workers.

Figure C17: Instructions to Spectators - Study 1
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Figure C18: Instructions to Spectators - Study 2
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Figure C19: Instructions to workers
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