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Abstract

The principle that people should be held personally responsible for the

consequences of their choices is a fundamental moral ideal in Western soci-

eties. We study experimentally how far-reaching this principle is when people

consider income inequalities: are individuals held personally responsible for

nominal and forced choices, which arguably do not meet minimal conditions

for a morally relevant choice (causal responsibility and the presence of an ac-

ceptable alternative). The paper offers two main findings. First, we find strong

evidence of the minimal conditions being violated. If individuals have made

a nominal or forced choice, then third-party spectators are significantly more
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willing to implement an income inequality than in a situation where individ-

uals have not made any choice. Second, we find a political divide between

the right and the left in how to understand the idea of personal responsibility.

The introduction of a nominal or forced choice has a very strong effect on the

redistributive behavior of right-wing spectators, but no statistically significant

effect on left-wing spectators. We argue that these findings shed important

light on the present heated political debate on personal responsibility and re-

distributive policies.

The principle that people should be held personally responsible for the conse-
quences of their choices is a fundamental moral ideal in Western societies, but the
interpretation and application of this principle have been a heated political issue
for centuries (Greenfield, 2011). In fact, it has been argued in recent years, that
American politics has become “a personal responsibility” crusade (Hacker, 2006);
for example, the significant drop in government transfers to single parents and fam-
ilies with nonemployed members appears to be rooted in the presumption that these
groups should be held personally responsible for their situation.1 The principle of
personal responsibility has also become a prominent notion in health policy debates
in many industrialized countries, where lifestyle-related diseases, including high
cholesterol and obesity, contribute importantly to the burden of disease and costs of
health-care. Indeed, it has been argued that much of the political discourse on life-
style related diseases rests on how to understand personal responsibility (Wikler,
2002; Brownell, Kersh, Ludwig, Post, Puhl, Schwartz, and Willett, 2010).

In this paper, we examine experimentally what people consider a morally rele-
vant choice in distributive decisions. Specifically, we study whether people are held
personally responsible for nominal and forced choices, in the sense that they have to
bear the consequences of these choices. It is well established by now that people in
many situations hold individuals personally responsible for their choices (Konow,
2000; Cappelen, Drange Hole, Sørensen, and Tungodden, 2007; Almås, Cappe-
len, Sørensen, and Tungodden, 2010; Cappelen, Moene, Sørensen, and Tungodden,
2013b), but it may be argued that nominal and forced choices do not meet minimal

1See Robert A. Moffitt’s Presidential Address to the Population Association of America ”The
Deserving Poor, the Family, and the U.S. Welfare System“ (Moffitt, 2015).

2



conditions for when we should hold someone personally responsible. Specifically,
it may be argued that one should impose the following restrictions on what is a
morally relevant choice for personal responsibility:2

• A person should not be held personally responsible for the outcome of a
choice if:

– the person could not have changed the likelihood of the outcome by
choosing differently (no causal responsibility), or

– the person could only have avoided the outcome at unreasonably large
cost (no acceptable alternative).

In the experiment, we examine whether third-party spectators meet these restric-
tions when deciding whether to redistribute income between two other participants
who have done the same task. We use a between-subject treatment design, with a
base treatment and two choice treatments. In the base treatment, the participants
make no choice and their earnings are determined by a lottery which gives one par-
ticipant earnings and the other participant no earnings. The spectator then has to
decide whether to redistribute income from the individual with earnings to the in-
dividual with no earnings. In the choice treatments, the participants make a choice
before their earnings are determined, but this choice does not meet the minimal
conditions of causal responsibility and the presence of an acceptable alternative.
In the nominal choice treatment, participants choose between two lotteries that are
identical ex ante, and thus they are not in a position to change the likelihood of
the possible outcomes. Consequently, they are not causally responsible for the out-
come. In the forced choice treatment, participants choose between a lottery and a
safe alternative, where the safe alternative is almost as bad as the worst outcome in

2The political debate on personal responsibility has been mirrored in the philosophical literature,
where a common view is that someone is personally responsible, sometimes also referred to as
morally responsible, for an outcome to the extent that he or she is causally responsible for it on the
basis of an autonomous choice (Vallentyne, 2008). There is an extensive literature on how to define
an autonomous (or voluntary) choice, see for example Scanlon (1998); Olsaretti (2004); Vallentyne
(2008). The present study focuses on one aspect of an autonomous choice, that is, whether there is
an acceptable alternative to the chosen option in the person’s choice set. It is also commonly argued
in the philosophical literature that an autonomous choice requires that the person is fully informed
and has the capacity to reflect and act upon his or her beliefs, desires and intentions.
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the lottery and the expected value of the lottery is 16 times higher than the value
of the safe alternative. Participants can thus only avoid the lottery at unreasonably
large cost, and, consequently, it may be argued that there is no acceptable alterna-
tive. In sum, if the spectators endorse the minimal conditions for assigning personal
responsibility, then the introduction of a nominal or forced choice should not affect
the redistribution decision. In this case, we would expect the same level of income
inequality being implemented in the choice treatments as in the base treatment.

The paper offers two main findings. First, we find strong evidence of the min-
imal conditions for assigning personal responsibility being violated in the experi-
ment. The presence of a forced choice or a nominal choice significantly increases
the willingness of spectators to accept income inequality between the participants.
The introduction of a forced choice causes an increase in implemented income in-
equality by almost 60 percent relative to the base treatment, and the introduction of a
nominal choice causes an increase in implemented inequality by almost 80 percent.
These effects reflect that the spectators transfer less to the person with no earnings,
which means that he or she to a greater extent is held personally responsible for the
bad outcome in the choice treatments. Second, we find a strong interaction effect
between the spectator’s political view and the presence of a choice. The introduc-
tion of a nominal or forced choice has a very strong effect on the redistributive
behavior of right-wing spectators, while it does not have a statistically significant
effect on the left-wing spectators.

The results suggest that the political divide between the right and the left re-
flects a divide on how to understand the idea of personal responsibility. Left-wing
people seem the endorse the minimal restrictions on personal responsibility, while
right-wing people seem to have a more far-reaching understanding of the idea of
personal responsibility. The distributive behavior of right-wing spectators in our
study is consistent with the view that people should be held personally responsible
for the consequences of their choices, as long as it is the case ex post that they could
have avoided them by choosing differently and independent of the costs of doing
so. In both the nominal and forced choice treatment, it is true ex post that the per-
son with no earnings could have avoided this outcome by choosing differently. It
would, however, not have influenced the ex ante probabilities in the nominal choice
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treatment, and it would have been extremely costly ex ante to choose the safe alter-
native in the forced choice treatment. The behavior of the left-wing spectators, on
the other hand, is consistent with the view that people should only be held person-
ally responsible for outcomes for which they are ex ante causally responsible and
that are the consequences of choices from a choice set that contained an acceptable
alternative to the chosen option.

Our study contributes to the growing literature on how fairness considerations
shape individual behavior (Konow, 2000; Cherry, Frykblom, and Shogren, 2002;
Falk, Fehr, and Fischbacher, 2003; Cappelen et al., 2007; Falk, Fehr, and Fis-
chbacher, 2008; Konow, Saijo, and Akai, 2009; Almås et al., 2010; Cappelen et al.,
2013b). The main focus in the previous studies has been on distributive behavior
in situations where people clearly are ex ante causally responsible for the outcome
and where there are many acceptable alternatives in the choice set, and it has been
shown that a large majority of people in these cases seem to hold individuals per-
sonally responsible for such choices. The present paper is the first study of whether
people’s views on personal responsibility satisfy the two minimal conditions of au-
tonomous choice and causal responsibility. The paper also relates to the emerging
literature on how markets shape our moral considerations (Vohs, Mead, and Goode,
2006; Sandel, 2012; Besley, 2013; Falk and Szech, 2013; Bartling, Weber, and Yao,
2015; Kirchler, Huber, Matthias, and Sutter, forthcoming). A defining feature of
any market is that people make choices, and our results therefore suggest that mar-
kets may reduce people’s willingness to redistribute income, even in cases where
individuals’ market choices do not meet minimal requirements of causal responsi-
bility and the presence of acceptable alternatives. Finally, our study relates to the
findings in Savani and Rattan (2012), who demonstrate that highlighting the con-
cept of choice makes people less supportive of redistributive policies by activating
the belief that life outcomes are caused by individual choices. We show that the
presence of choice makes people more willing to accept inequalities even when
individuals are not causally responsible for the outcome.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 1 describes the experimental design,
Section 2 reports the results, while Section 3 concludes. Additional analysis and
the complete instructions are provided in the Supplementary Material.
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1 Sample and experimental design

We first describe the experimental procedures and the sample, before we detail the
different treatments.

1.1 Experimental procedures and sample

The experiment was conducted in a computer lab using a web-based interface and
neither subjects nor experimenters could associate decisions with particular partic-
ipants. The incentivised part of the experiment had three phases: a work phase,
an earnings phase, and a redistribution phase. In the work phase, the participants
worked on a real effort task; in the earnings phase, the payment for the real ef-
fort task was determined; and in the redistribution phase, each participant acted as
a third-party spectator and decided whether to redistribute earnings between two
other participants in the treatment. After the incentivized part of the experiment
was completed, we asked the participants to write a short text about what motivated
their decision as spectator in the redistribution phase. We also collected background
information about age, gender, and political affiliation (i.e., which party they voted
for in the last general election). Finally, the participants completed a three-item cog-
nitive reflection test measuring the ability to correct for incorrect intuitive answers
through reflection (Frederick, 2005).

All payments were made in cash immediately after the experiment, where spe-
cial care was taken to ensure anonymity in the payment procedure. The computer
assigned a payment code to each of the participants, and a group of assistants who
were not present in the lab during the experiment prepared envelopes containing
the payments corresponding to each payment code. After bringing the envelopes
to the lab, the assistants immediately left and the envelopes were handed out in ac-
cordance with the payment codes. This procedure was explained to all participants
at the start of the experiment. Average payment was 475 NOK (approximately 80
USD), including a 100 NOK show-up fee.

We recruited a total of 422 participants from the general student population
enrolled at the University of Bergen and at the Norwegian School of Economics.
At the beginning of the experiment, each participant was randomly assigned to one
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of three treatments. The participants were on average 22.7 years, 54% were males,
and they scored on average 1.6 out of 3 on the cognitive reflection test. 41% of the
participants self-reported to support one of the two right-parties in Norway, which is
close to the distribution of votes in the last election in Norway. The treatments were
balanced with respect to gender, age, cognitive reflection, and party affiliation.3

1.2 Base treatment

In the work phase, the participants worked on a descrambling real effort task. The
participants were given sets of five words, for example ”IS, SALTY, SKY, THE,
BLUE”, and the task was to make a sentence using four of the words. The partic-
ipants were asked to work continuously on this task for 30 minutes. There was no
production requirement and the participants were not informed that they would be
paid for their work.

In the earnings phase, the participants were informed that they would be paid
for taking part in the work phase. In the base treatment, each participant was told
that his or her earnings would be determined by a lottery in which a ball would
be randomly drawn from an urn containing an equal number of yellow and green
balls. If a yellow ball was drawn, the participant would earn 800 NOK and if a
green ball was drawn, the participant would earn 0 NOK. Importantly, in the base
treatment, the participants were not asked to make any choice and differences in
earnings were therefore entirely a result of luck. The participants were also told
that there would later be a redistribution phase, but no further details were provided
about the redistribution phase at this point.

In the redistribution phase, two participants, a lucky and an unlucky participant
in the lottery, were anonymously paired, such that the earnings distribution in the
pair was always (800,0). All participants then made a spectator decision for two
other participants, where they could transfer any amount of the lucky participant’s
earnings to the unlucky participant. If a spectator decided not to transfer any money
to the unlucky participant, the lucky participant would be paid 800 NOK and the

3Further details on the background information are provided in Figure S1 and Table S1 in the
Supplementary material.
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unlucky participant 0 NOK for the task.4 All spectators had taken part in the same
treatment as the two participants for which they made a decision, but they did not
receive any information about their own earnings before they made the spectator
decision.

1.3 Treatment variations

The two choice treatments only differ from the base treatment in the earnings phase
of the experiment, and Figure 1 provides a sequential form game representation of
how the earnings were determined in each of the three treatments.

[ Figure 1 about here]

In the nominal choice treatment, earnings were determined by the same lottery
as in the base treatment, but the participants had to choose whether the yellow or
the green ball should give earnings. The two alternatives in the choice set, yellow
and green, provided ex ante identical prospects, and thus the participants faced
a nominal choice.5 The participants could not reduce the likelihood of the bad
outcome by making a specific choice, and, importantly, the inequality in earnings
was therefore also in this treatment entirely a result of luck. In the forced choice

treatment, the participants could, as payment for their work, choose between taking
part in the same lottery as in the base treatment or receiving a fixed payment of 25
NOK. The expected value of the lottery, 400 NOK, was 16 times higher than the
value of the safe alternative, and the safe alternative only provided a payoff that was
slightly higher than the bad outcome in the lottery. We thus consider the participants
in this treatment to exercise a forced choice when accepting the lottery, since they
could only avoid the lottery at unreasonably large cost.6

To summarize, in the redistribution phase, the spectators in all treatments had
to determine whether to redistribute from a lucky participant with earnings of 800

4If more than one spectator made a decision for a pair of participants, we randomly selected one
of the spectator decisions and paid out accordingly.

569 participants chose the yellow ball, 71 participants chose the green ball.
6The lottery is clearly preferable to anyone who is not extremely risk averse. Four out of 137

participants chose the safe alternative, these four individuals were not matched with anyone in the
redistribution phase and therefore received 25 NOK for the task.
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NOK to an unlucky participant with earnings of 0 NOK. The only difference be-
tween the base treatment and the choice treatments was that the spectators in the
choice treatments were informed that the participants had made a choice in the
earnings phase and the nature of this choice.

2 Results

We first provide an overview of the spectator decisions. Figure 2 shows histograms
of the amount transferred from the lucky participant to the unlucky participant in all
three treatments. We observe that 67 percent of the spectators choose to equalize
income between the lucky and the unlucky participant in the base treatment. This
fraction falls significantly in the nominal choice and forced choice treatments, to
42 percent and 47 percent (p < 0.01 and p = 0.01). We also observe that about
10 percent of the participants in the base treatment do not transfer anything to the
unlucky participant, a share that increases to about 20 percent in the nominal choice
and forced choice treatments (p = 0.036 and p = 0.056).

[ Figure 2 about here]

To study how the introduction of a forced or nominal choice affects the level
of inequality implemented by the spectator, we introduce the following measure of
inequality between the two participants:

Inequality =
|Income Lucky − Income Unlucky |

Total Income
∈ [0,1]

.

This inequality measure is equivalent to the Gini coefficient in the present set of
distributive situations and takes the value one if the spectator decides not to transfer
anything to the unlucky participant and the value zero if the spectator equalizes and
transfers 400.7

7Ten spectators (2.4 percent of the sample) give more to the unlucky participant than to the
lucky participant in the nominal and forced choice treatments. In Table S2 in the the Supplementary
Material, we show that our results are robust to excluding these spectator choices.
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Figure 3 shows the average income inequality implemented in the three treat-
ments

[ Figure 3 about here]

In the base treatment, we observe significant redistribution; the average level
of income inequality implemented by the spectators is about 0.2. This shows, in
line with previous research, that most spectators view income inequality due to luck
unfair when people have done the same work, but also that a non-negligible fraction
of the participants hold others personally responsible for the outcome of lotteries
(Cappelen, Sørensen, and Tungodden, 2010; Almås et al., 2010; Cappelen, Konow,
Sørensen, and Tungodden, 2013a). The introduction of a forced choice causes a
large increase in inequality acceptance; average income inequality implemented by
the spectators in the forced choice treatment is almost 60 percent higher than in the
base treatment (p < 0.01). Even more strikingly, we find that the introduction of a
nominal choice increases income inequality by almost 80 percent (p < 0.01).

Table 1 presents the corresponding linear regression results, where the depen-
dent variable is the level of inequality implemented by the spectator or an indicator
variable taking the value one if the spectator has given nothing to the worse off.
In both cases, we observe that the estimated treatment effects are significant and
robust to the inclusion of a set of background variables. The regression results
therefore clearly demonstrate that the introduction of a forced or nominal choice
strongly affects the extent to which the spectators hold the participants responsible
for the outcome, which means that many spectators violate the minimal conditions
for assigning personal responsibility. From the estimated effects of the background
variables, we also observe that the spectator behavior is strongly associated with po-
litical views and gender; left-wing spectators and females implement significantly
less inequality and are more likely to assign some income to the worse off. There is
no significant relationship between spectator behavior and their age or performance
on the cognitive reflection test.

[ Table 1 about here]

In light of the heated political debate on personal responsibility, it is interesting
to study whether the effect of introducing a nominal or forced choice is related to
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the political views of the spectator. In Table 2, we report linear regressions using the
same set of dependent variables as in Table 1, but introduce an interaction variable
between being in one of the two choice treatments and being left-wing.8

[ Table 2 about here]

From columns (1)-(3), we observe that there is a strong choice treatment effect
on the level of inequality implemented by the right-wing spectators; the average
level of inequality increases from 0.21 in the base treatment to 0.46 in the choice
treatments. In contrast, the introduction of a forced or nominal choice does not have
an economically or statistically significant effect for left-wing spectators and the in-
teraction effect between being left-wing and being in one of the choice treatments is
highly significant. The same picture emerges in columns (4)-(6), where we observe
that the share of right-wing spectators giving nothing to the worse off increases
from 12.1 percent in the base treatment to 29.1 percent in the choice treatments,
while there is no statistically significant increase for left-wing spectators. Finally,
we note that the political divide in spectator behavior is in how they respond to the
presence of a choice, there is no significant difference in the redistributive behavior
between left-wing spectators and right-wing spectators in the baseline treatment.

3 Conclusion

The present study reports from an experiment designed to investigate what people
consider a morally relevant choice when assigning personal responsibility. We find
that the fact that individuals have made a nominal choice or a forced choice causes
third-party spectators to implement a significantly more unequal distribution of in-
come. At the end of the experiment, the participants were given an open-ended

8Left-wing is in our analysis defined as not supporting one of the two right-wing parties. Our
results are robust to also including the liberal party (Venstre) in our definition of right-wing parties
in Norway. Tables S3 and S4 in the Supplementary Material show that the heterogeneity results on
political affiliation are robust to using separate interaction variables for the forced choice treatment
and the nominal choice treatment and to the introduction of interaction variables for gender, age,
and performance on the cognitive reflection test. In Table S4, we also observe that there is a gender
difference in the treatment effect, but no effect of age or the score in the cognitive reflection test.
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question about what motivated their spectator decision. In Figure 4, we report by
treatment the share of spectators that implemented an unequal distribution of in-
come and justified this by reference to the choices made by the individuals. As
expected, no one in the base treatment referred to choice when motivating their
spectator decision, but a large share did so in the nominal choice and forced choice
treatments: 20.0 percent and 22.8 percent (p < 0.001). Thus, both the distributive
behavior and the stated motivation suggest that a significant share of the specta-
tors violate the minimal conditions for assigning personal responsibility: that peo-
ple should only be held personally responsible for outcomes for which they are
causally responsible and that are the consequences of choices from a choice set that
contained an acceptable alternative to the chosen option.9

[Figure 4 about here]

We also find a significant political divide in how to understand personal re-
sponsibility. In our study, we find a strong effect on the right-wing spectators of
introducing a nominal or forced choice, but no statistically significant effect on
left-wing spectators. This political divide on how to understand personal responsi-
bility may contribute to explain why the right and the left often have very different
views on whether poor people are personally responsible for their situation, in line
with what has been suggested in the philosophical literature ”...the dispute between
the Left and the Right about whether workers are forced to take hazardous jobs is
the result of a failure to see that both Left and Right are right, insofar as work-
ers are free, as well as forced, to take hazardous jobs...Workers are free to take
hazardous jobs - they are not prevented from taking those jobs - and yet, because,
ex hypothesi, they take them because they have no acceptable alternative, they are

9We cannot rule out that some spectators believed that the participants were causally responsible
for the bad outcome, in line with the classical findings in social psychology on overattribution of
personal responsibility when explaining the behavior of others (Heider, 1944; Jones and Davis, 1965;
Kelley, 1967; Lagnado, Gerstenberg, and Zultan, 2013; Langer, 1975; Langer and Roth, 1975; Ross,
1977). For example, it might be that some spectators in the nominal choice treatment believed that
participants actually could control the winning color in the lottery and therefore held individuals
personally responsible for the outcome. We do not, however, find any evidence of such beliefs
in the open-ended responses. It is also very hard to see how such beliefs should originate in the
forced choice treatment, where we observe the strongest treatment effect, since the participants in
this treatment only made a choice about whether or not to participate in the lottery.
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also forced to take them, that is, their choice to take those jobs is not a voluntary
one” (Olsaretti (2004), p. 181). Whether people consider a person free or forced
to take a hazardous jobs is likely to determine whether they hold him personally
responsible for the consequences of taking this job, and thus whether they find this
person deserving of assistance if he ends up in a bad situation (Greenfield, 2011).
Our findings highlight that the disagreement between the left-wing and the right-
wing about whether people are deserving of assistance is about more than whether
they are causally responsible for their situation or have exercised an autonomous
choice, it is also about whether causal responsibility and autonomous choice should

be minimal conditions for assigning personal responsibility.
An interesting avenue for future research is to study more broadly the notion of

an autonomous choice and implications for personal responsibility, including how
people assign personal responsibility when individuals have incomplete information
or have been nudged in a particular direction in their choices (Sunstein and Thaler,
2008). The idea of individual choice is extremely powerful in modern societies, and
thus it is of great importance to understand how it shapes our distributive behavior
and our policies.
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Almås, Ingvild, Alexander W. Cappelen, Erik Ø. Sørensen, and Bertil Tungod-
den (2010). “Fairness and the development of inequality acceptance,” Science,
328(5982): 1176–1178.

Bartling, Björn, Roberto A. Weber, and Lan Yao (2015). “Do markets erode social
responsibility?” Quarterly Journal of Economics, 130(1): 219–266.

Besley, Timothy (2013). “What’s the good of the market? An essay on Michael
Sandel’s What Money Can’t Buy,” Journal of Economic Literature, 51(2): 478–
495.

Brownell, Kelly D., Rogan Kersh, David S. Ludwig, Robert C. Post, Rebecca M.
Puhl, Marlene B. Schwartz, and Walter C. Willett (2010). “Personal responsibil-
ity and obesity: A constructive approach to a controversial issue,” Health Affairs,
29(3): 379–387.

Cappelen, Alexander W., Astri Drange Hole, Erik Ø. Sørensen, and Bertil Tun-
godden (2007). “The pluralism of fairness ideals: An experimental approach,”
American Economic Review, 97(3): 818–827.

Cappelen, Alexander W., James Konow, Erik Ø. Sørensen, and Bertil Tungodden
(2013a). “Just luck: An experimental study of risk taking and fairness,” American

Economic Review, 103(3): 1398–1413.

Cappelen, Alexander W., Karl O. Moene, Erik Ø. Sørensen, and Bertil Tungod-
den (2013b). “Needs versus entitlements: An international fairness experiment,”
Journal of the European Economic Association, 11(3): 574–598.

Cappelen, Alexander W., Erik Ø. Sørensen, and Bertil Tungodden (2010). “Respon-
sibility for what? Fairness and individual responsibility,” European Economic

Review, 54(3): 429–441.

Cherry, Todd L., Peter Frykblom, and Jason F. Shogren (2002). “Hardnose the dic-
tator,” American Economic Review, 92(4): 1218–1221.

14



Falk, Armin, Ernst Fehr, and Urs Fischbacher (2003). “On the nature of fair behav-
ior,” Economic Inquiry, 41(1): 20–26.

Falk, Armin, Ernst Fehr, and Urs Fischbacher (2008). “Testing theories of fairness–
intentions matter,” Games and Economic Behavior, 62(1): 287–303.

Falk, Armin and Nora Szech (2013). “Morals and markets,” Science, 340(6133):
707–711.

Frederick, Shane (2005). “Cognitive reflection and decision making,” Journal of

Economic Perspectives, 19(4): 25–42.

Greenfield, Kent (2011). The myth of choice, Yale University Press.

Hacker, Jacob S. (2006). The great risk shift, Oxford University Press.

Heider, Fritz (1944). “Social perception and phenomenal causality,” Psychological

Review, 51(6): 358–374.

Jones, Edward E. and Keith E. Davis (1965). From Acts to Dispositions: The Attri-

bution Process in Person Perception, volume 2, New York: Academic Press, pp.
219–266.

Kelley, Harold H (1967). “Attribution theory in social psychology,” Nebraska Sym-

posium on Motivation, 15: 192–238.

Kirchler, Michael, Jürgen Huber, Stefan Matthias, and Matthias Sutter (forthcom-
ing). “Market design and moral behavior,” Management Science.

Konow, James (2000). “Fair shares: Accountability and cognitive dissonance in
allocation decisions,” American Economic Review, 90(4): 1072–1091.

Konow, James, Tatsuyoshi Saijo, and Kenju Akai (2009). “Morals and mores? Ex-
perimental evidence on equity and equality,” Mimeo, Loyola Marymount Uni-
versity.

Lagnado, David A., Tobias Gerstenberg, and Ro’i Zultan (2013). “Causal responsi-
bility and counterfactuals,” Cognitive Science, 37(6): 1036–1073.

15



Langer, Ellen J. (1975). “The illusion of control,” Journal of Personality and Social

Psychology, 32(2): 311–328.

Langer, Ellen J. and Jane Roth (1975). “Heads I win, tails it’s chance: The illusion
of control as a function of the sequence of outcomes in a purely chance task.”
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 32(6): 951–956.

Moffitt, Robert A. (2015). “The deserving poor, the family, and the U.S. welfare
system,” Demography, 52(3): 729–749.

Olsaretti, Serena (2004). Liberty, Desert, and the Market: A Philosophical Study,
Cambidge University Press.

Ross, Lee (1977). “The intuitive psychologist and his shortcomings: Distortions in
the attribution process,” in Leonard Berkowitz (ed.), “Advances in experimental
social psychology,” volume 10, New York: Academic Press., pp. 173–220.

Sandel, Michael J. (2012). What Money Can’t Buy: The Moral Limits of Markets,
New York, NY: Farrar, Straus and Giroux.

Savani, Krishna and Aneeta Rattan (2012). “A choice mind-set increases the ac-
ceptance and maintenance of wealth inequality,” Psychological Science, 23(7):
796–804.

Scanlon, T. M. (1998). What we owe each other, Harvard University Press.

Sunstein, Cass R. and Richard H. Thaler (2008). Nudge: Improving Decisions about

Health, Wealth, and Happiness, New Haven: Yale University Press.

Vallentyne, Peter (2008). “Brute luck and responsibility,” Politics, Philosophy &

Economics, 7(1): 57–80.

Vohs, Kathleen D., Nicole L. Mead, and Miranda R. Goode (2006). “The psycho-
logical consequences of money,” Science, 314(5802): 1154–1156.

Wikler, Daniel (2002). “Personal and social responsibility for health,” Ethics and

International Affairs, 16(2): 47–55.

16



Fi
gu

re
1:

G
am

e
tr

ee
s

-e
ar

ni
ng

s
ph

as
e

B
as
e

N
at

ur
e

0

ye
ll

ow
p
=
.5

80
0

gr
ee

n
p
=
.5

N
om

in
al

ch
oi
ce

Pa
rt

ic
ip

an
t

N
at

ur
e

80
0

ye
ll

ow
p
=
.5

0gr
ee

n
p
=
.5

ye
ll

ow

N
at

ur
e

0

ye
ll

ow
p
=
.5

80
0

gr
ee

n
p
=
.5

gr
ee

n

F
or
ce
d
ch
oi
ce

Pa
rt

ic
ip

an
t

25sa
fe

N
at

ur
e

0

ye
ll

ow
p
=
.5

80
0

gr
ee

n
p
=
.5

lo
tt

er
y

N
ot

e:
T

he
fig

ur
e

sh
ow

s
th

e
se

qu
en

tia
lf

or
m

ga
m

e
re

pr
es

en
ta

tio
n

of
ho

w
th

e
ea

rn
in

gs
w

er
e

de
te

rm
in

ed
in

ea
ch

of
th

e
th

re
e

tr
ea

tm
en

ts
in

th
e

ex
pe

ri
m

en
t.

17



Figure 2: Histograms of transfer to the unlucky participant
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Note: The figure shows histograms of the amount of money transferred from the
lucky to the unlucky participant by the spectator in each treatment and in all treat-
ments combined.
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Figure 3: Inequality implemented by the spectator
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Note: The left panel shows the average inequality implemented by the spectators in
each treatment, the right panel shows the share of spectators assigning no income
to one of the participants in the pair in each of the treatments. The standard errors
of the mean are indicated.
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Figure 4: Motivation of distributive choice
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Note: The figure shows the fraction of spectators that appeal to ‘choice’ when
motivating their distributive decision in the experiment. The standard error of the
mean is also indicated.
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Table 1: Regression analysis: The role of choice

Inequality Nothing to worse off

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

Nominal Choice 0.164∗∗∗ 0.163∗∗∗ 0.125∗∗∗ 0.128∗∗∗

(0.044) (0.044) (0.044) (0.043)

Forced Choice 0.120∗∗∗ 0.125∗∗∗ 0.094∗∗ 0.101∗∗

(0.044) (0.044) (0.043) (0.042)

Left-wing -0.115∗∗∗ -0.075∗∗

(0.037) (0.037)

Female -0.108∗∗∗ -0.159∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.039)

Age 0.017 0.051
(0.037) (0.036)

Cognitive reflection 0.001 0.009
(0.040) (0.039)

Constant 0.204∗∗∗ 0.310∗∗∗ 0.103∗∗∗ 0.182∗∗∗

(0.028) (0.051) (0.025) (0.047)

Observations 422 422 422 422
R2 0.033 0.081 0.020 0.086

Note: The table reports linear regressions of the variable “Inequality”
(columns (1) and (2), measuring the inequality implemented by the spec-
tator) and of the indicator variable “Nothing to the worse off” (columns
(3) and (4), taking the value one if the spectator does not assign any in-
come to one of the participants) on a set of explanatory variables. “Nominal
Choice”: indicator variable taking the value one if the spectator is in the
Nominal Choice treatment. “Forced Choice”: indicator variable taking the
value one if the spectator is in the Forced Choice treatment. “Left-wing”:
indicator variable taking the value one if the spectator self-reports that he
or she voted for a non-right-wing party in the last election . “Female”: in-
dicator variable taking the value one if the spectator is a female, “Age”:
indicator variable taking the value one if the spectator’s age is at or above
the median (22 years), and “Cognitive Reflection”: indicator variable tak-
ing the value one if the spectator’s score in the cognitive reflection test is at
or above median (2 out of 3 points). Robust standard errors in parentheses
(∗ : p < 0.1, ∗∗ : p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ : p < 0.01).
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Additional figures and tables

Figure S1: Political views
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Note: The figure shows the distribution of political views in the experiment and
in the general population in the last election in Norway. SV: Sosialistisk Ven-
streparti; AP: Arbeiderpartiet; SP: Senterpartiet; Krf: Kristelig Venstreparti; V:
Venstre; H: Høyre; F: Fremskrittspartiet. Høyre and Fremskrittspartiet are the
two right-wing parties in Norway.
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Table S1: Background characteristics

Age Female CRS Right-wing

Treatment Mean (se) Mean (se) Mean (se) Mean (se) N

1:Base 22.8 (0.27) 0.44 (0.04) 1.6 (0.09) 0.40 (0.04) 145
2:Nominal choice 22.7 (0.26) 0.47 (0.04) 1.6 (0.10) 0.44 (0.04) 140
3:Forced choice 22.5 (0.25) 0.47 (0.04) 1.8 (0.09) 0.40 (0.04) 137
All 22.7 (0.15) 0.46 (0.02) 1.6 (0.05) 0.41 (0.02) 422

Note: The table reports the background characteristics of the participants in the three
treatments and for all participants. “Age” is the participants’ average age in years; “Fe-
male” is the share of females; “CRS” is the average score in the cognitive reflection test,
“Right-wing” is the share of participants who voted for one of the two right-wing parties
(”Høyre” or ”Fremskrittspartiet”) in the last election in Norway.
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Table S2: Excluding 10 observations from Table 1 in the main paper

Nothing to
Inequality worse off

(1) (2)

Nominal Choice 0.140∗∗∗ 0.105∗∗

(0.044) (0.043)

Forced Choice 0.115∗∗∗ 0.090∗∗

(0.044) (0.042)

Left-wing -0.098∗∗∗ -0.059
(0.038) (0.037)

Female -0.095∗∗ -0.138∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.039)

Age 0.015 0.044
(0.037) (0.035)

Cognitive reflection 0.003 0.008
(0.040) (0.039)

Constant 0.294∗∗∗ 0.168∗∗∗

(0.051) (0.046)

Observations 412 412
R2 0.063 0.065

Note: The table reports the same regressions as in Table 1 in the main paper, but we have
removed the ten observations where the spectator transfers more than 400 to the unlucky
participant. The table reports linear probability regressions of the variable “Inequality”
(column (1), measuring the inequality implemented by the spectator) and of the indica-
tor variable “Nothing to the worse off” (column (2), taking the value one if the spectator
does not assign any income to one of the participants) on a set of explanatory variables.
“Nominal Choice”: indicator variable taking the value one if the spectator is in the Nom-
inal Choice treatment. “Forced Choice”: indicator variable taking the value one if the
spectator is in the Forced Choice treatment. “Left-wing”: indicator variable taking the
value one if the spectator self-reports that he or she did not vote for one of the right-wing
or liberal political parties in the last election . “Female”: indicator variable taking the
value one if the spectator is a female, “Age”: indicator variable taking the value one if the
spectator’s age is at or above the median (22 years), and “Cognitive Reflection”: indicator
variable taking the value one if the spectator’s score in the cognitive reflection test is at
or above median (2 out of 3 points). Robust standard errors in parentheses (∗ : p < 0.1,
∗∗ : p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ : p < 0.01).
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Table S3: Regression analysis: Political preferences and choice (nominal & forced
choice)

Nothing to
Inequality worse off

(1) (2)

Nominal Choice 0.260∗∗∗ 0.199∗∗∗

(0.068) (0.071)

Forced Choice 0.255∗∗∗ 0.182∗∗

(0.069) (0.071)

Left-wing 0.012 0.010
(0.058) (0.053)

Nominal × left-wing -0.164∗ -0.121
(0.089) (0.088)

Forced × left-wing -0.218∗∗ -0.135
(0.088) (0.088)

Female -0.116∗∗∗ -0.164∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.039)

Age 0.015 0.050
(0.037) (0.036)

Cognitive reflection 0.000 0.007
(0.040) (0.039)

Constant 0.239∗∗∗ 0.134∗∗

(0.056) (0.053)

Observations 422 422
R2 0.095 0.092

Note: The table reports the same regressions as in Table 2 in the main paper, but includes
separate interaction variables for the forced choice and nominal choice treatments. The
table reports linear probability regressions of the variable “Inequality” (column (1), mea-
suring the inequality implemented by the spectator) and of the indicator variable “Nothing
to the worse off” (column (2), taking the value one if the spectator does not assign any
income to one of the participants). “Nominal Choice”: indicator variable taking the value
one if the spectator is in the Nominal Choice. “Forced Choice”: indicator variable taking
the value one if the spectator is in the Forced Choice treatment. “Left-wing”: indicator
variable taking the value one if the spectator self-reports that he or she voted for a non
right-wing party in the last election. “Left-wing × Nominal Choice”: interaction between
“Left-wing” and “Nominal Choice”. “Left-wing × Forced Choice”: interaction between
“Left-wing” and “Forced Choice”. Other background variables are “Female”: indicator
variable taking the value one if the spectator is a female, “Age”: indicator variable taking
the value one if the spectator’s age is at or above the median (22 years), and “Cognitive
Reflection”: indicator variable taking the value one if the spectator’s score on the cog-
nitive reflection test is at or above median (2 out of 3 points). Robust standard errors in
parentheses (∗ : p < 0.1, ∗∗ : p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ : p < 0.01).
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