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Introduction

ndividuals’ support for welfare redistribution is contingent on

their beliefs about the “deservingness” of the beneficiaries (e.g.,

Reskins and van der Meer, 2017; Borisova et al. 2018). Prior
correlational studies have shown that people express the strongest
support for welfare redistribution when recipients are similar to
themselves on key demographic characteristics, such as native-
born status and race (Gilens, 2000; Luttmer, 2001; Lago-Peias
and Lago-Penas, 2010; Fong and Luttmer, 2011; Reeskens and
Van der Meer, 2019; Almas et al. 2020; Alesina et al. 2023).
Employment status is also a key vector of deservingness, with
employed people viewed as more deserving than the unemployed

(Kootstra, 2017; Nicholls, 2020).

The close connection between group identities and support for
redistribution is known as “welfare chauvinism” (Van der Waal
et al. 2010; Dahlberg et al. 2012; Reeskens and Van der Meer,
2019). The flip side of the phenomenon is that social hetero-
geneity decreases support for welfare redistribution. That is, when
individuals perceive that benefits are going to those different from
themselves, their support for redistribution declines (Alesina and
Glaeser, 2004; Cullen et al. 2021; Alesina et al. 2023).

In many parts of the world, immigration status is among the
most salient forms of interpersonal difference, with immigrants
often perceived as the least deserving category of all—even less
deserving of welfare benefits than unemployed natives (van
Oorschot, 2006; Dahlberg et al. 2012; Tabellini, 2020; Fouka and
Tabellini, 2022)." Indeed, immigrants who receive benefits from
welfare states are frequently regarded by natives as the “unde-
serving poor” compared to other vulnerable groups, such as
native elderly and unemployed (Bommes and Geddes, 2000;
Reeskens and Van der Meer, 2019).

Correlational studies have also found that individuals’ per-
ception of immigrants as fundamentally outside the national
polity and therefore undeserving of welfare benefits is negatively
correlated with their intrinsic motivation to pay taxes—what is
often termed their “tax morale” (e.g., Finseraas, 2008; Rodriguez-
Justicia and Theilen, 2022; for reviews, see Alm, 2019; Guerra and
Harrington, 2021; Van der Meer and Reeskens, 2021). For
example, Nemore and Morone (2019) analyzed survey data from
the European Values Survey and showed that natives with anti-
immigrant attitudes also have lower tax morale. By relying upon a
large-scale survey conducted across six countries (Germany,
France, Italy, Sweden, the UK, US), Alesina et al. (2023) found
that the perception of immigrants as economically weaker, hence
more likely to rely on the welfare system, is strongly correlated
with lower support for redistribution, as captured by individuals’
preference for a less progressive income tax system, less redis-
tributive spending, and reduced real donations to charity.

In sum, prior research suggests that natives’ negative attitudes
toward immigrants are correlated with reduced support for
redistribution (van Oorschot, 2006; Eger, 2010; Baubdck and
Scholten, 2016; Buss, 2019). While this relationship has been well-
documented in correlational studies, to our knowledge the causal
link has not yet been cleanly tested. As a preliminary effort to
address this gap, we conducted two online experiments involving
redistribution to unemployed people through (real) donations to
charity, framed as tax compliance decisions in a simulated
reporting task. We employed a between-subject design, randomly
assigning participants to treatments that differed solely in the
immigration status of the donation beneficiaries, who were either
natives or immigrants (no reference to the immigration status in
the control group).

More specifically, relying on well-established experimental
designs from the tax evasion literature (for a comprehensive
review, see Alm and Malézieux, 2021), participants first com-
pleted a real-effort clerical task—adapted from Zhang et al. (2016)
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and Pampel et al. (2019)—and were then asked to decide how
much of their earned income to report, knowing that reported
amounts would be taxed at a fixed rate and could be audited with
monetary penalties for underreporting.

Building on prior research using tax evasion experiments with
redistribution to real-world public goods (e.g., to the Red Cross,
as in Doerrenberg and Duncan, 2014, and Doerrenberg, 2015),
the simulated “tax revenues” collected in our study were donated
to the Red Cross, which redistributed the donations to our tar-
geted beneficiaries.” As pointed out by Doerrenberg and Duncan
(2014: 52), “donating tax revenues to the Red Cross may be
viewed as [a] public good, which has been shown to have a
positive effect on willingness to pay taxes.” The use of tax com-
pliance games involving real monetary redistribution to charities
or public goods is not new and has grown substantially in the last
decade. For example, Doerrenberg (2015) used a tax evasion
experiment to compare compliance rates in response to varying
uses of tax revenues, including: redistribution to participants,
donations to the Red Cross, funding of the experimenter’s
research, and transfers to the federal government. They found no
significant differences in “tax” compliance across these condi-
tions. Likewise, Alm and Malézieux’s (2021) meta-analysis shows
that “tax”-funded donations to real-life public goods—including
charities—produce “tax” compliance effects comparable to those
achieved via participant redistribution.

Aligned with this tradition in experimental research design, we
used donations framed to simulate tax compliance as a proxy for
redistribution. We then manipulated exogenously the immigra-
tion status of the redistribution beneficiaries. Specifically, parti-
cipants were randomly assigned to one of three treatment
conditions: redistribution to unemployed natives, redistribution to
unemployed immigrants, or redistribution to unemployed indivi-
duals with no reference to immigration status (control group).
The three treatments were identical in all respects except for the
immigration status of the donation recipients. Therefore, any
differences in participants’ support for redistribution through
“tax” compliance can be attributed solely to this treatment var-
iation, ie., only to the immigration status of the redistribution
beneficiaries.

While the experimental method has inherent limitations in
terms of external validity, it is particularly well-suited to our
research question, which would be extremely difficult to address
using observational data, as is nearly impossible to isolate reci-
pients’ identity as a causal factor in real-world redistribution
contexts. This is the advantage of the experimental approach,
achieved through randomly assigning participants to treatment
groups while keeping all other variables constant. This metho-
dology enabled us to conduct identical experiments in three
national contexts—Italy, Denmark, and the UK—that differ sig-
nificantly in terms of compliance norms and political discourse
around immigration and welfare (Reeskens and Van Oorschot,
2012; Van Der Waal et al. 2013; Jorgensen and Thomsen, 2016;
Kim and Lee, 2021). Moreover, the redistribution mechanism
(through donations to the Red Cross) was held constant across all
conditions: only the immigration status of the donation recipients
varied. As such, any differences in participants’ reporting beha-
vior can be attributed solely to the randomized immigration
status of the beneficiaries, not to the donation structure itself.

Our results run counter to the expectations established by
previous correlational and observational studies. Rather than
finding that support for redistribution (through “tax” com-
pliance) is affected by welfare chauvinism, we show that the
immigration status of the beneficiaries has no statistically sig-
nificant effect on the reporting behavior of natives. These findings
also contribute to the economic literature on “in-group”
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favoritism, i.e., the tendency to favor or evaluate more positively
one’s own social group over the others (Currarini and Mengel,
2016; Lane, 2016). With few exceptions (e.g., Fershtman and
Gneezy 2001, Berge et al. 2020), evidence from lab and lab-in-the-
field experiments have consistently shown that people are more
altruistic and trusting towards members of their own social
groups, whether the groupings are based on blood or ethnic ties,
nationality, age or race, etc. (e.g., Bernhard et al. 2006; Goette
et al. 2006; Enke et al. 2022). The evidence has been more mixed
in studies looking at the flip side of in-group favoritism—dis-
crimination against out-groups (e.g. Lane, 2016; Felfe et al. 2021).
Importantly, “out-group” discrimination tends to be stronger in
experiments using artificially-induced group identities than in
those using natural social identities (Barr et al. 2018). Our find-
ings add evidence to this literature, supporting the conclusion
that “out-group” discrimination based on natural identity (here,
immigration status) is less pronounced than is theoretically
expected.

In evaluating our findings, as with those of any experimental
simulation, some caution is warranted when extrapolating results
to real-world behavior. We encourage replication efforts and
further research, especially given that our findings conflict with
traditional conceptions of welfare chauvinism and call into
question long-standing theoretical assumptions.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2
outlines the experimental design and methodology that are
common to our two studies. Section 3 presents the procedures
and results from the Pilot Study (N = 273), an online experiment
conducted in collaboration with the Laboratory for Research in
Behavioral Experimental Economics (LINEEX) of the University
of Valencia in Spain. Section 4 details the procedures and results
of the Main Study (N = 1060), which extends our pilot analysis
through an online experiment on the Prolific platform. Section 5
discusses key insights, limitations, and avenues for future
research. The Online Supplementary Material includes additional
tables and figures, balance tables, and detailed experimental
instructions.

Experimental design and methodology

Experimental design. Our experiments involve real donations to
charity, framed to simulate redistribution funded by tax com-
pliance. Our research design follows a well-established framework
from the experimental literature on tax compliance: the one-shot
tax evasion game (for a review, see Alm and Malézieux, 2021).% In
keeping with that tradition, participants were asked to perform a
clerical task, for which they earned points (converted into their
national currency)—earnings that were then “taxed” based on
participants’ reporting choices. The “taxes” collected, along with
fines when participants were audited and found to have under-
reported their earnings, created the pool of funding donated to
charity. All of this was explained in advance of the game to
participants, framed in a way that explicitly and repeatedly
emphasized the “tax” compliance (earnings reporting) decisions
they would be asked to make, under “tax” rates and audit prob-
abilities we defined, and with specific fines for under-reporting.
Throughout this section, we use the same fiscal terminology
presented to participants in our experiments—e.g., by referring to
“taxes,” “reporting,” and “audits.” We stress that these terms
reflect the framing of a simulated reporting task and do not imply
real-world tax liability.

The game consists of three parts, as summarized in Fig. 1: (1)
the real-effort task, where participants had the opportunity to
gain points that were converted into their national currency at the
end of the experiment;* (2) the reporting task, where participants
were asked to report their points for redistribution purposes; and

(3) the post-experiment questionnaire, where participants were
asked questions about their socio-demographic characteristics,
attitudes towards immigration, and risk preferences.”’

Specifically, the real-effort task was the same for all participants
and consisted of counting the number of “a”s in a paragraph,
within a two-minute time limit. We chose this type of task since it
does not require any prior knowledge or skills and involves no
learning strategy. At the beginning of the experiment, participants
were informed about the payment structure: that they would earn
a maximum of 100 points if they estimated the exact number of
“a”s correctly; otherwise, their earnings decreased from 100 to 0
according to the difference between the provided answer and the
correct value.®

Once the two minutes for the task ended, the reporting phase
began.” Participants were asked to report their points for
redistribution purposes. They were informed that they were free
to report any amount from zero to 100% of their actual points
earned, and that only the points they reported would be “taxed” at
the 30% rate—all subject to a 5% probability of being audited. If
audited and caught under-reporting their earned points, partici-
pants had to pay a fine equal to twice the amount of “taxes” they
evaded. Participants were informed that neither their reporting
decision nor the potential audits would affect their anonymity.

The “taxes” and the fines paid as a result of the audits
constitute the pool of funding donated to charity (the Red Cross)
at the end of all the experimental sessions.® We exogenously
manipulated the immigration status of the donation recipients
through a between-subject design with three treatments. In the
“Control” treatment, we told participants that a charity would
redistribute their “tax” contributions as donations to unemployed
people. In the “Natives” treatment, the charity redistributed
participants’ “tax” contributions as donations to unemployed
natives—those born in Italy, Denmark, or the UK. In the
“Immigrants” treatment, the charity redistributed participants’
“tax” contributions as donations to unemployed immigrants—
those not born in Italy, Denmark, or the UK.

From the beginning of the experiment, before starting the real-
effort task, participants were informed about the redistribution
scheme and were reminded about it throughout the experiment,
including at the reporting stage. After the reporting task, they
were asked a variety of background and attitudinal questions
(with no consequences on their final earnings). After completing
the questionnaire, participants received information about their
final earnings and the payment procedure.’

Measures. Our analysis tests whether and to what extent the
immigration status of the redistribution beneficiaries (here,
charity-benefit recipients) affects individuals’ support for redis-
tribution (here, participants’ willingness to report their true
earnings in the redistribution simulation task). We estimate this
effect using linear regression models, where the main outcome
variable is compliance, measured as the ratio of reported points to
actually earned points in the real-effort task. Potential values
range from 0 (full evasion) to 1 (full compliance). As it is com-
mon in many experiments on tax compliance, this variable has a
multimodal distribution, with spikes at 0 and 1, in both the
pooled sample and the country-specific samples (see Supple-
mentary Appendix A Figs S1 and S2 online).
Our key independent variables are treatment dummies:

e “Control Treat.” (baseline), wherein the Red Cross
redistributed participants’ “tax” contributions as donations
to unemployed people—including both immigrants and
natives (those born in Italy, Denmark, and the UK);

e “Natives Treat.,” wherein the Red Cross redistributed
participants’  “tax” contributions as donations to

»
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Real-effort task

Reporting Task

Questionnaire

e  Counting the number of
“a”s in the text in a
paragraph.

Two-minute time limit.

e  Earn a maximum of 100
points if they estimated
the exact number of “a”s
correctly.

e  Otherwise, earnings
decrease from 100 to zero
according to the
difference between the

Free to report any amount from zero
to 100% of the actual points earned.
Only the points reported are taxed at
the 30% tax rate.

5% probability of being audited.

If audited and caught under-
reporting the actual points, pay a
fine equal to twice the amount of
“taxes” evaded.

The “taxes” and the fines paid as a
result of the audits constitute the
pool of funding donated to charity at

Set of background and
attitudinal questions
(with no consequences
on final earnings).

provided answer and the
correct value.

Stage.”

the end of all the experimental
sessions. See the “Redistribution

Redistribution Stage

Between-subject design with three treatments, corresponding to three different recipient pools

“Control” treatment

The charity redistributes the “tax
unemployed people.

2

contributions as donations to

“Natives” treatment

The charity redistributes the “tax” contributions as donations to
unemployed natives—those born in Italy, Denmark, or the UK.

“Immigrants” treatment

The charity redistributes the “tax’
unemployed immigrants—those not born in Italy, Denmark, or the UK.

)

contributions as donations to

Fig. 1 Design of the experiment.

unemployed natives—i.e., only those born in Italy, Den-
mark, or the UK;

e “Immigrants Treat.,” wherein the Red Cross redistributed
participants’ “tax” contributions as donations to unem-
ployed immigrants—i.e., only those not born in Italy,
Denmark, or the UK.

Here, we are interested in analyzing the treatment effects on
average compliance across countries. We do not compare average
compliance between countries; this analysis has already been
conducted by Guerra and Harrington (2018) using a similar
experimental design but a different sample and method, as well as
by Pampel et al. (2019).1°

At the end of the survey, we gathered data on individual
characteristics shown in previous research to shape participants’
compliance (Torgler, 2006; D’Attoma et al. 2017; Ottone et al. 2018;
Nemore and Morone, 2019; Guerra and Harrington, 2021, 2023).
These characteristics include: gender (1 for males); age; dummies for
each education level; dummies for each type of employment status;
having Economics as an educational background; approximate
monthly household income, after taxes and other deductions; and
having participated in other similar experimental studies. We also
collected information on individuals™ political stance (1 for right; 0
otherwise),'" as well as their membership in or contact with any
humanitarian or charitable organizations, their frequency of
attending religious services (apart from weddings, funerals, and
christenings), their risk preferences (1 for risk-avoiding, 0 for risk-
seeking), and their attitudes towards immigrants. To measure
attitudes toward immigrants, we drew on the following items from
the European Value Survey (EVS) and asked participants to what
extent they agreed:

e Immigrants take jobs away from natives.
e Immigrants make crime problems worse.

e Immigrants are a strain on the Italian/Danish/UK welfare
system.

e Today in Italy/Denmark/the UK, there are too many
immigrants.

As in the original EVS, responses to each of those statements
were coded into a 5-point scale, in which 0 stands for ‘Strongly
disagree,” 1 for ‘Disagree,’ 2 for ‘Neither agree nor disagree,” 3 for
‘Agree,’ and 4 for ‘Strongly agree.’'?

Pilot study: the LINEEX experiment

Procedures. Our Pilot Study was programmed using oTree (Chen
et al. 2016), and conducted online in November 2020 in Italy and
Denmark. It followed the standards and procedures that routinely
guide conventional experiments in economics (e.g., anonymity,
no deception, and real payments).

In the interest of time and technical efficiency, in each country
we ran the three treatments at the same time. That is, we
conducted one session in each country, randomly allocating
participants to the three treatments as they entered the
experiment. This resulted in an uneven distribution of observa-
tions across treatments, as shown in Table 1.

We devoted particular care to recruiting our sample, in
collaboration with the Laboratory for Research in Behavioral
Experimental Economics (LINEEX) of the University of Valencia
in Spain. We contracted with LINEEX for samples of citizens
aged at least 18 years of age in both Italy and Denmark. A custom
marketing campaign on social networks—including Facebook,
Instagram, and YouTube—was built to announce the experiment.
That campaign was targeted to reach a broad segment of the
population, including both students and non-students; it ran for
about eight weeks in total. This marketing campaign allowed us to
build a database of 600 potential participants—300 in Denmark
and 300 in Italy."” Next, to construct a sample suitable to address
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ARTICLE

Table 1 Number of observations, by treatment and country
(pilot study).
Treatment Italy Denmark Pooled sample
Control Treat. 41 37 78
30.37% 26.81% 28.57%
Natives Treat. 50 52 102
37.04% 37.68% 37.36%
Immigrants Treat. 44 49 93
32.59% 35.51% 34.07%
Total 135 138 273
Table 2 Participants’ demographics and other
characteristics (Pilot Study).
Variable Mean SD Median Min Max
Italy 0.495 0.501 0 0 1
Sex (1 male) 0.582 0.494 1 0 1
Age 24.645 5.244 24 18 59
Student (0/1) 0.527 0.500 1 0 1
Economist (O/1) 0.315 0.465 0 0 1
Have kids (0/1) 0.048 0.213 0 0 1
Participated in other 0.410 0.493 0] 0 1
similar studies (0/1)
- If yes, how many 4152 2190 4.5 1 7
Amount of failed 1.051 1.688 1 0 13
comprehension questions
Education level Freq. % Cum.%
Junior high school 4 1.465 1.465
High school 103 37.729 39.194
Bachelor Degree 85 31136 70.330
Master Degree 72 26.374 96.703
Other 9 3.297 100
Monthly household income  Freq. % Cum.%
(in EUR)
< EUR 3k 10 45.643 45.643
EUR 3k to 6k 86 35.685 81.328
EUR 6k to 10k 30 12.448 93.776
> EUR 10k 15 6.224 100
Total 241 100
Political stance Freq. % Cum.%
Left or Center 196 71.795 71.795
Right 77 28.205 100
Belong to and/or have Freq. % Cum.%
contacts with any
humanitarian or charitable
organization
No 174 63.736 63.736
Yes 929 36.264 100
Frequency of attending Freq. % Cum.%
religious services
(apart from weddings,
funerals, and christenings)
More than once a week 2 0.733 0.733
Once a week 14 5.128 5.861
Once a month 13 4.762 10.623
Only on specific holy days 73 26.740 37.363
Once a year 23 8.425 45.788
Practically never 148 54.212 100
How do you see yourself: Freq. % Cum.%
Are you in general a person
who takes risks or do you
try to avoid risks?
Take risk 139 50.916 50.916
Avoid risk 134 49.084 100
Total 273 100

our research question and to ensure the accuracy of our data, we
conducted a set of screening tests which led us to block a number
of “unwanted” subjects from participating in our experiment. The
first screen—which was directly administered to participants—
was aimed at checking (i) their nationality and (ii) the nationality
of their parents. To isolate welfare chauvinism, it was important

to ensure participants were natives—i.e., born in Italy/Denmark
to Italian/Danish parents. This screen led us to block 192 of the
original 600 subjects, of which 95 were in Italy and 97 in
Denmark, because they failed the “being native” requirement.

Among the remaining 408 native participants, we conducted a
second screen checking their GeoIP and Paypal accounts; this was
done to identify where individuals were located and if the IP
already participated in the experiment, as well as to spot fake or
duplicate profiles. This led us to block another 51 subjects.
Finally, one additional subject—a Dane—was excluded for not
responding to the consent form presented to all participants at
the beginning of the study.

Opverall, these sets of screening tests ensured us excellent rates
of data quality, though at the inevitable cost of having a narrower
final sample than that initially planned. We ended up with 356
participants, all passing the checks and digitally signing the
consent form. However, we lost another 83 individuals—45
Italians and 38 Danes—because they did not finish the
experiment and/or did not collect the final payment. Hence,
our final dataset consisted of 273 observations—of which 135 in
Italy (49.45%) and 138 in Denmark (50.55%).

Sample. Table 2 reports the statistics of the pooled sample
(N=1273); see Supplementary Appendix A Table S1 online for
additional descriptives.

About half of our sample were students (52.75%), with the
other half either employed (35.90%) or retired, unemployed, or
other status (11.35%). Overall, 58.24% of participants were
male; the average age was 24.64 years old, with a range of 18 to
59 years. Similar proportions of the sample held high school
diplomas (37.73%) and bachelor’s degrees (31.14%); another
26.37% had completed a master’s degree. Among all the
participants, 31.50% indicated Economics as their main
educational background (completed or in progress), followed
by Arts and Humanities (11.36%) and Law (10.26%). Regarding
other preferences, 28.21% of the sample described themselves as
holding right-wing political views; 36.26% said they belonged to
and/or had contacts with humanitarian or charitable organiza-
tions; and 10.62% said they attended religious services (other
than weddings, funerals, and christenings) at least once a
month. Attitudes towards risk were balanced, with 50.92% of
subjects describing themselves as risk-takers, while the remain-
ing 49.08% said they avoided risks. Beyond these core
demographics, 41.0% of participants in the Pilot Study had
previously participated in similar experiments, with a median of
four prior participations. The mean number of failed compre-
hension questions was 1.051, indicating a generally good
understanding of the experimental tasks.

Table 3 reports summary statistics about participants’ attitudes
towards immigrants. Overall, participants generally reported low
levels of anti-immigrant sentiment, particularly regarding eco-
nomic concerns. A majority (84.25%) disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the statement that immigrants take jobs away from
natives; similarly, more than half (54.58%) disagreed or strongly
disagreed with the claim that immigrants place a strain on the
welfare system. Attitudes were slightly more divided when it came
to crime and overall immigration levels. Still a majority (52.38%)
disagreed that immigrants worsen crime problems, yet a
significant portion of participants were neutral or even agreed
(21.25% and 26.37%, respectively). Responses were more evenly
distributed regarding whether there were “too many immigrants”
in participants’ respective countries, with 55.68% disagreeing,
26.37% neutral, and 17.95% agreeing.
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Results. Table 4 presents descriptive statistics on key experi-
mental variables measured during the real-effort task and
reporting stage.

Regarding the real-effort task, 39 out of 273 participants
(14.29%) correctly counted the “a”s in the text in the paragraph,
earning the maximum possible points. On average, participants
earned 83.76 points, with a median of 88 points. Our key
dependent variable is compliance in reporting earnings from the
clerical task for “tax” purposes, measured as the ratio of earned
points to reported points. Participants reported an average of
60.58 points to be “taxed,” resulting in an average compliance rate
of 0.72. Eleven participants (4.03%) were randomly audited: eight
truthfully reported their earned points, while three were caught
underreporting their earned points and had to pay the fine.

Table 5 presents OLS regression estimates assessing treatment
effects on compliance rates. Across all models, results show no
statistically significant differences in compliance between treat-
ment groups.

All specifications include treatment dummies. Models (2), (3),
and (5) add the Italy dummy, and Model (3) further adds the

interactions between the Italy dummy and each treatment
dummy. Models (4) and (5) add controls for subjects’
demographic characteristics, with Model (5) further including
attitudinal controls. To test all treatment effects, Table 5 also
reports the p values of Wald tests of hypotheses relating to the
coefficients of Natives vs Immigrants and NativesxItaly vs
ImmigrantsxItaly.

Overall, the coefficients for treatment groups remain small and
not statistically significant across all specifications (p > 0.10). The
inclusion of interaction terms (Model 3) and additional controls
(Models 4 and 5) does not alter this conclusion.'* The Wald tests
confirm that the coefficients for Natives and Immigrants are not
significantly different from each other (p>0.10 in all models),
further supporting the conclusion that treatment effects on
compliance are negligible. These findings remain robust to
alternative model specifications, including subsample analyses by
country and gender (available upon request).

Sample limitations and rationale for the main study. Two
features of our Pilot Study sample limit generalizability and sta-
tistical power. First, as in other online panel studies (e.g., Paolacci

Table 3 Participants' attitudes towards immigrants (pilot ctal. 2010; Huff and Tlpgley, 2015), the sample is relatively young
and politically left-leaning compared to the general population.
study). Second, the null finding may to some extent be due to the rela-
tively low number of observations.
Immigrants take jobs away from natives in Freq. % Cum.% To address these limitations, we conducted a second study with
a country a larger and more representative sample: the average age of
Disagree strongly 137 50183 50183 | participants is significantly higher, and the majority are full-time
Disagree 93 34066 842491 employed (not students). Moreover, all participants are paying or
Neutral 34 12454 96703 | have paid income tax in the real world. We also expanded
Agree 6 2198 = 98901 | gengraphic coverage to include the UK, in addition to Italy and
Agree strongly 3 1.099 100 Denmark
Immigrants make crime problems worse Freq. % Cum.% \ . . . . .
Disagree strongly 55 20147 20147 From an e).(p-erlmental economics perspective, prior studies
Disagree 88 32234 52381 §how that participants from Italy, Denmark, a'nd the UK rgspf)nd
Neutral 58 21245 73626 | in broadly similar ways to tax-related incentives and redistribu-
Agree 57 20879 94505 | tion schemes (Guerra and Harrington, 2018; Zhang et al. 2016;
Agree strongly 15 5495 100 Pampel et al. 2019). While average compliance levels are higher
Immigrants are a strain on the [country] Freg. % Cum.% among Italians, the behavioral responses to experimental
welfare system manipulations—such as redistribution schemes—are remarkably
Disagree strongly 56 20513 20.513 consistent across national samples. This supports the validity of
Disagree 93 34066 54579 | continuing, as in the Pilot Study, to pool the data throughout the
Neutral 62 2271 77289 | analysis, allowing us to isolate treatment effects while controlling
Agree 45 16484 = 93773 | for country-level fixed effects.
Agree strongly 17 6.227 100
Today in [country], there are too many Freq. % Cum.%
immigrants Main study: the prolific experiment
Disagree strongly 65 23810 23810 | procedures. The Main Study experiment was programmed using
Disagree 87 31868 55678 oTree (Chen et al. 2016) and conducted online via the Prolific
Neutral 72 26374 82,051 latform between August and December 2024, drawing partici-
Agree 35 12821 94872| P2 8 > € g partl
Agree strongly 1 5128 100 pants from It.aly, Den.mark, an)d the UK. Whlle maintaining
Total 273 100 consistency with the Pilot Study’s core experimental framework
and methodology, in the Main Study we introduced four key
Table 4 Summary statistics of the experimental variables (Pilot Study).
Variable Mean SD Median Min Max
Correct counting “a"s in the paragraph (0/1) 0.143 0.351 0 0 1
Points earned in the real-effort task 83.755 17.520 88 1 100
Points reported 60.575 35.610 73 0 100
Compliance rate 0.720 0.391 1 0 1
“Taxes" paid by the player before being audited 18.173 10.683 21.900 0 30
1if the player was audited; O otherwise 0.040 0.197 0 0 1
If audited, 1 for true reporting; O for fraud 0.727 0.467 1 0 1
Final earnings in points (after “taxes” and audits) 65.151 17.094 65.800 1 100
Total 273
6 _HHHEHEHHEHEHEHEEHIR | hitps://doi.org/10.1057/541599-025-05549-6
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DV: compliance rate m (2)

Table 5 OLS regressions of treatment effects on compliance rate (pilot study).

(3) 4 (5)

Natives Treat. (Nat.) —0.002 (0.059) 0.006 (0.058)
Immigrants Treat. 0.027 (0.060) 0.039 (0.057)

(Imm.)

ltaly (IT) 0.227"" (0.045)
Nat. x IT

Imm. x IT

Constant 0.712"" (0.045) 0.593"" (0.053)
Controls

Additional Controls

Bnat = Bimm 0.610 0.543
Patir = Bimmim

Observations 273 273

R2 0.001 0.086

AIC 266.250 244154

BIC 277.079 258.592

0.015 (0.095) 0.005 (0.066) —0.008 (0.067)
—0.010 (0.096) 0.051 (0.069) 0.044 (0.067)

0.200" (0.089)
—0.019 (0.116)
0.100 (0.115)

*hk

0.166" (0.083)

*kk

0.607"" (0.073) 1199 (0.313) 1231 (0.333)
X X
X
0.777 0.455 0.394

0.255

273 241 241
0.090 0.112 0.172
246.764 252.101 253.362
268.421 318.312 350.937

specification of each control variable.
aWald tests hypotheses on the parameters of the regression model; p-values reported in italics.
+p<0.10, p<0.05, “p<0.01, *p<0.001.

Notes: OLS regressions, with robust standard errors in parentheses. In all models, the dependent variable is compliance rate, defined as the ratio between reported to earned points. Baseline: Control
treatment (omitted). Models 4 and 5 include the following set of controls: gender (1 for males); age; dummies for each education level; dummies for each type of employment status; having Economics as
an educational background; the approximate monthly household income, after “taxes” and other deductions; having participated in other experimental studies; the amount of failed comprehension
questions; the amount of “a"s in the paragraph. Model 5 adds the following set of additional controls: political stance (1 for right; O otherwise); belonging to and/or having contacts with any humanitarian
or charitable organization; frequency of attending religious services, apart from weddings, funerals, and christenings; risk preferences (1 for avoiding risks; O for taking risks); attitudes towards
immigrants. For brevity reasons, we have used the “X" symbol to indicate that the regression model includes control variables. We refer to Supplementary Appendix A Table S2 online for the full

Table 6 Number of observations, by treatment and country
(Main Study).
Treatment Italy Denmark UK Pooled sample
Control Treat. 306 22 22 350

32.69%  36.67% 34.38%  33.02%
Natives Treat. 320 17 20 357

34.19% 28.33% 31.25% 33.68%
Immigrants Treat. 310 21 22 353

33.19% 35.00% 34.38%  33.30%
Total 936 60 64 1060

modifications aimed at enhancing sample representativeness and
statistical power.

First, to enhance sample representativeness, in the Main Study
we implemented stricter eligibility criteria, ensuring that
participants were not only natives, but also had direct experience
with paying taxes on their earned incomes. Specifically,
participants had to meet all three of the following eligibility
requirements, with the first two being identical to those in the
Pilot Study (ensuring a native sample), while the third was newly
introduced in the Main Study:

e Being born in the country of participation (Italy/Denmark/
the UK);

e Having both parents born in the country of participation;

e Paying income tax—or having paid them in the past—in
the country of participation.

Participants who failed to meet any of the three requirements
were screened out but still compensated for their time, as required
by the Prolific pre-screening rules. This recruitment approach
ensured that the final sample was more representative of
taxpayers, reducing reliance on student participants. Indeed,
while the Prolific sample still includes a mix of employment
backgrounds, it now consists primarily of working adults;
importantly, all participants have paid or are currently paying

HEHHHHHHHHHHEHEHEHE

income taxes, making the sample more representative and our
findings more relevant for policy implications.

Second, to increase overall statistical power, we recruited the
maximum number of active and eligible participants in Italy and
Denmark available on Prolific, within the limits of our research
budget. Compared to the Pilot Study (with 135 Italians and 138
Danes), in the Main Study we successfully recruited 936 Italians—
an increase of nearly seven-fold. But a total of only 260 Danish
users were registered on Prolific, and after applying our strict
eligibility filters, we could recruit just 60 participants. In an effort
to augment the sample size and improve the generalizability of
our findings, we included a small sample of individuals from the
UK (64 participants), as they were the sample best aligned with
our study’s aims and most readily available on Prolific.

Third, the experimental instructions and interface in the Main
Study were fully translated into the native languages of the
participants (Italian for Italians; Danish for Danes; English for
UK participants). This contrasts with the Pilot Study, in which
the instructions were provided in English for Danish partici-
pants."> This modification minimized misunderstandings and
enhanced clarity, ensuring that all participants fully understood
the instructions, while also reducing possible response biases
linked to linguistic ambiguity.

Fourth, to address potential concerns about the authenticity of
the donations, in the Main Study we incorporated additional
transparency measures. For example, participants were explicitly
informed in the instructions that we could provide them an
official certificate from the charity—as well as bank transfer
receipts—confirming the allocation of funds to the specific,
targeted recipients (unemployed people/natives/immigrants). No
participants requested such documentation, suggesting confi-
dence in the legitimacy of the donation process.

Table 6 presents the number of observations per treatment and
country in the Main Study, with a total of 1060 participants (936
from Italy, 60 from Denmark, and 64 from the UK). Compared to
the Pilot Study, the distribution of participants across treatments
is more evenly balanced—approximately one-third assigned to
each treatment group, as shown in Table 6 (vs. Table 1).
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Table 7 Participants’ demographics and other
characteristics (main study).

Variable Mean SD Median Min Max
Italy 0.883 0.322 1 0 1
Denmark 0.057 0.231 0 0 1
UK 0.060 0.238 0 0 1
Sex (1 male) 0.571 0.495 1 0 1
Age 33.465 10.426 30 18 77
Student (0/1) 0.197 0.398 0 0 1
Economist (0/1) 0.096 0.295 0 0 1
Have kids (0/1) 0.179 0.384 0 0 1
Participated in other 0.358 0.480 0 0 1
similar studies (0/1)

- If yes, how many 3.652 2.296 3 1 7
Amount of failed 0.708 0.899 0 0 6
comprehension

questions

Education level Freg. % Cum.%

Junior High School 15 1.415 1.415

High School 360 33.962 35.377

Bachelor Degree 266 25.094 60.472

Master Degree 266 25.094 85.566

Post Graduate 31 2925 88.491
Specialization

Master 68 6.415 94.906

Ph.D. 47 4.434 99.340

Other 7 0.660 100

Monthly household income  Freq. % Cum.%

(in EUR)

<EUR 3k 525 52.977 52.977

EUR 3k to 6k 351 35.419 88.396

EUR 6k to 10k 77 7.770 96.165

>EUR 10k 38 3.835 100

Total 991 100

Political stance Freq. % Cum.%

Left or Center 843 79.528 79.528

Right 217 20.472 100

Belong to and/or have Freq. % Cum.%

contacts with any

humanitarian or charitable

organization

No 796 75.094 75.094

Yes 264 24906 100

Frequency of attending Freq. % Cum.%

religious services

(apart from weddings,

funerals, and christenings)

More than once a week 12 1132 1132

Once a week 40 3.774 4.906

Once a month 29 2.736 7.642

Only on specific holy 169 15.943 23.585

days

Once a year 60 5.660 29.245

Practically never 750 70.755 100

How do you see yourself: Freq. % Cum.%

Are you in general a person

who takes risks or do you

try to avoid risks?

Take risk 292 27.547 27.547

Avoid risk 768 72.453 100

Total 1060 100

Sample. Table 7 reports the statistics for the pooled sample
(N =1060); see Supplementary Appendix A Table S1 online for
additional descriptives.

Overall, the majority of our participants (69.15%) were
employed and currently paying income taxes. Another 11.13%
were retired, unemployed, or other status, but all were paying
income taxes or have paid them in the past. Only 19.72% of the
sample were students, compared to 52.75% in the Pilot Study. The
sample was 57.10% male, with an average age of 33.47 years
(ranging from 18 to 77 years). Regarding education, the largest
group of participants held a High School Diploma (33.96%),
followed by those with a Bachelor’s Degree (25.09%) and a
Master’s Degree (25.09%). Monthly household income data
revealed that 52.98% earned less than EUR 3000, while only

Table 8 Participants’ attitudes towards immigrants (main
study).

Immigrants take jobs away from Freq. % Cum.%
natives in a country

Disagree strongly 459 43.302% 43.302%
Disagree 355 33.491% 76.792%
Neutral 172 16.226% 93.019%
Agree 55 5.189% 98.208%
Agree strongly 19 1.792% 100%
Immigrants make crime problems worse  Freq. % Cum.%
Disagree strongly 148 13.962% 13.962%
Disagree 272 25.660% 39.623%
Neutral 273 25.755% 65.377%
Agree 272 25.660% 91.038%
Agree strongly 95 8.962% 100%
Immigrants are a strain on the Freq. % Cum.%
[country] welfare system

Disagree strongly 199 18.774% 18.774%
Disagree 292 27.547% 46.321%
Neutral 287 27.075% 73.396%
Agree 207 19.528% 92.925%
Agree strongly 75 7.075% 100%

Today in [country], there are too many Freq. % Cum.%
immigrants

Disagree strongly 227 21.415% 21.415%
Disagree 291 27.453% 48.868%
Neutral 292 27.547% 76.415%
Agree 164 15.472% 91.887%
Agree strongly 86 8.113% 100%

Total 1060 100

3.83% reported earnings exceeding EUR 10,000. In terms of
political orientation, 20.47% leaned right; additionally, 24.91%
reported some affiliation with humanitarian or charitable
organizations; and 7.64% said they attended religious services
(other than weddings, funerals and christenings) at least once a
month. Regarding risk preferences, 27.55% described themselves
as risk-takers, whereas 72.45% preferred to avoid risks. Beyond
these core demographics, 35.8% of participants had previously
participated in similar studies, with a median of three prior
participations. Additionally, the mean number of failed compre-
hension questions was 0.71, indicating a high level of under-
standing of the experimental tasks.

Table 8 presents summary statistics on participants’ attitudes
toward immigrants. As in the Pilot Study (Table 3), participants
generally reported low levels of anti-immigrant sentiment,
particularly regarding economic concerns.'® A  majority
(76.79%) disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement that
immigrants take jobs away from natives (the figure was 84.25% in
the Pilot Study). Similarly, almost half of participants (46.32%)
disagreed that immigrants place a strain on the welfare system
(54.58% in the Pilot Study). Attitudes were more divided on
issues related to crime and overall immigration levels. On
whether immigrants make crime problems worse, responses were
nearly evenly split, with 39.62% disagreeing, 25.76% neutral, and
34.62% agreeing. Opinions on whether there are “too many
immigrants” in the country were more polarized, with 48.87%
disagreeing, 27.55% neutral, and 23.58% agreeing.

Results. Table 9 presents descriptive statistics on key experi-
mental variables measured during the real-effort task and
reporting stage.

Regarding the real-effort task, 185 out of 1060 participants
(18.5%) correctly counted the “a”s in the paragraph, earning the

maximum possible points. On average, participants earned 84.73
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Table 9 Summary statistics of the experimental variables (Main Study).

Variable Mean SD Median Min Max
Correct counting “a"s in the paragraph (0/1) 0.185 0.388 0 0 1
Points earned in the real-effort task 84.733 17.698 90 1 100
Points reported 70.731 30.467 82 0 100
Compliance rate 0.837 0.304 1 0 1
“Taxes" paid by the player before being audited 21.219 9.140 25 0 30
1 if the player was audited; O otherwise 0.049 0.216 0 0 1

If audited, 1 for true reporting; O for fraud 0.673 0.474 1 0 1
Final earnings in points (after “taxes” and audits) 63.123 15.846 65 0.700 100
Total 1,060

points, with a median of 90 points, and reported an average of
70.73 points, resulting in an average compliance rate of 0.84
(versus 0.72 in the Pilot Study).17 Fifty-two participants (4.9%)
were randomly audited. Among them, 67.3% truthfully reported
their earnings, while the remaining 32.7% underreported and
were fined.

Table 10 presents OLS regression estimates assessing treatment
effects on compliance rates, incorporating country-fixed effects.
As in the Pilot Study (Table 5), results indicate no statistically
significant differences in compliance across treatments, confirm-
ing the robustness of null effects.

Table 10 is organized to mirror as closely as possible the
structure of Table 5 from the Pilot Study, with additional
regression models denoted by the suffixes “b” and “c.” All
specifications include treatment dummies, with the Control group
as the reference category. Consistent with Table 5, Models (2),
(3), and (5) introduce the Italy dummy, and Model (3)
additionally includes interaction terms between the Italy dummy
and each treatment dummy. As extensions, Models (2b), (3b),
(5b), and (5¢) incorporate fixed effects for all three countries—
Italy, Denmark, and the UK—while Model (3b) further includes
interactions between the treatment dummies and the full set of
country dummies. As in the Pilot Study, demographic controls
are added in all Models (4) and (5), and attitudinal controls are
introduced in Models (4b), (5), and (5c).

Regression results confirm that neither the Natives nor the
Immigrants treatment significantly affects compliance rates.
Across all models, the treatment coefficients remain small and
not statistically significant (all p > 0.10). The inclusion of country-
fixed effects does not alter this conclusion, and Wald tests
confirm no si%niﬁcant differences between the treatment groups
(all p>0.10)."The interaction terms between treatment groups
and country dummies (Model 3b) further confirm that treatment
effects do not vary significantly across countries. None of the
interaction terms are statistically significant, and the Wald tests
fail to reject the null hypothesis. These findings are robust to
alternative model specifications, including models incorporating
additional demographic and attitudinal controls (Models 4 to 5c),
and subsample analyses by country and gender (available upon
request).

To assess whether the lack of significant treatment effects
represents true equivalence rather than a lack of statistical power,
we employed the Two One-Sided Tests (TOST) procedure for
unpaired data with unequal variances (Lakens, 2017; Dinno,
2024), using the Welch’s t-tests option to compare treatment
pairs (Control vs. Natives, Control vs. Immigrants, Natives vs.
Immigrants). We report results for an equivalence bound of
+0.05, corresponding to a five percentage point difference in the
compliance rate between treatments. This margin is empirically
grounded in the observed effect sizes from our Pilot Study
(Cohen’s d ranging from -0.136 to 4-0.047), and is in line with, or
more conservative than the bounds used in prior contributions

(see, e.g., Lakens, 2017; Grodeck and Schoenegger, 2023)."* The
TOST results confirm equivalence across all specifications in the
pooled sample, rejecting the null hypothesis of a difference
exceeding the bound between treatment groups.”” These findings
suggest that treatment effects are either null or smaller than a five
percentage Ipoint change in compliance, and therefore practically
negligible.”

Discussion and conclusion

According to our experimental studies, individuals’ support for
redistribution—captured through simulated “tax” compliance
decisions—is not statistically affected by the immigration status of
the beneficiaries. This finding holds consistent across our two
experiments, two distinct time periods, and three national con-
texts (Italy, Denmark, and the UK). Moreover, it is robust to
alternative model specifications and the inclusion of a rich set of
control variables. Our null result runs counter to the expectations
established by previous correlational studies on welfare chau-
vinism and support for redistribution. With respect to theory, it
raises questions about the reasons that experimental evidence
diverges from findings in the social psychology literature on “in-
group” favoritism and preferences for redistribution (e.g., Rees-
kens and Van der Meer, 2019). We hope that our work will
motivate further inquiry into these discrepancies.

It is noteworthy that our findings remained consistent across
the Pilot and Main studies despite three major world-historical
disruptions that theory would suggest could alter attitudes toward
both welfare state redistribution and immigration. Between the
Pilot Study in 2020, and the Main Study in 2024, the participants
experienced or observed: (1) most of the COVID-19 pandemic,
which altered many people’s support for redistribution and wel-
fare policies (Cappelen et al. 2021); (2) Russia’s invasion of
Ukraine in February 2022, which created the largest forced
migration in Europe since World War II; and (3) the increasing
power of anti—immi§ration policies and coalitions in Italy, Den-
mark in the UK That the outcomes of our experiments
remained stable following those disruptions offers reason for
confidence in the validity of our findings.

That said, while our experimental approach improves upon
prior correlational studies by introducing random treatments
assignment, a controlled setting, and some features aimed at
simulating real-world tax compliance decisions (e.g., real-effort
task, real payments, redistribution through real donations via
charity), it nonetheless remains a simulation. Therefore, as is
standard with any experimental research, some caution is war-
ranted when extrapolating findings to real-world behavior. As
such, we call for both replication efforts and further evidence to
be gathered under different conditions.

For example, in our experiments, most people were fully
compliant with their obligation to report income earned from the
clerical task—which is desirable from a social perspective, but
quite “unfortunate” from a scientific perspective, since it gave us
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too little variation in compliance. To address this issue, future
extensions could vary the cost-benefit of income reporting
requirements. Indeed, an alternative hypothesis to our research
design is that people may break their “moral code” and evade
taxes due to anti-immigration attitudes only when the personal
benefits are sufficiently greater than the related costs.

Additionally, our research design—using the standard tax
evasion game (Alm and Malézieux, 2020) established and applied
over decades of research—has some potential drawbacks that
deserve further investigation. For example, given that partici-
pants’ final earnings depend on both their effort in the clerical
task and their honesty in reporting income from that task, there
may be a hedging problem: if participants realize the real-effort
task is too difficult, they could decide to exert less effort, since
they later can under-report their task performance to recoup
some earnings, even if their true preferences were not to evade.
Relatedly, informing participants about the two stages (real-effort
task and reporting stage) may create confusion as to whether the
treatment results are generated by the reporting or the effort
channel, or by a combination of the two. For example, it might be
that knowing ex-ante that the benefits will go to immigrants
changes participants’ effort levels rather than their income
reporting decisions. To address these issues, the process of
reporting earnings for “tax” purposes could be introduced after
the real-effort task, but without informing the participants in
advance. Similarly, to address potential demand effects, partici-
pants could be informed of “tax” and audit rules they will face
only after they earn income. Although this would be inconsistent
with real-world tax systems, and might introduce unexpected
losses for participants (which some research suggests could
influence attitudes toward redistribution, e.g., Cappelen et al.
2021), future studies could explore variations in disclosure timing
and how those affect compliance and fairness perceptions.

To conclude, our two studies advance social scientific knowl-
edge by examining a classic social dilemma, in which individuals
find themselves at the center of a conflict between self and society,
as well as between natives and immigrants. It links two literatures
that have developed independently and are usually not in con-
versation with one another: economic research on redistribution,
and the stream of research on welfare chauvinism, conducted
mostly in political science. Our findings, as well as the limitations
inherent in experimental approaches, open several promising
avenues for future research on immigration, redistribution, and
the welfare state.

Data availability
Data available upon request.
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Notes

1 Among others, Tabellini (2020) shows that immigrants are perceived as a fiscal
burden; this finding is consistent with a large literature showing that ethnic diversity
is associated with lower public goods provision and lower support for redistribution
(e.g., Alesina et al. 1999; Luttmer, 2001).
For similar approaches in the tax evasion experimental literature, see also Alm et al.
(1993), Christian and Alm (2014), Zhang et al. (2016), and Pampel et al. (2019).
The experimental instructions are available in Supplementary Appendix C online.
In the Pilot Study, we applied country-specific point conversion rates (1 point = 0.13
EUR in Italy; 1.34 DKK in Denmark) to approximate local purchasing power. In the
Main Study, we adopted a uniform conversion rate (1 point = US$0.02) across all
countries to align with Prolific’s payment structure, which encourages uniformity in
compensation based solely on study duration, regardless of participant location or
nationality. We used US$ because Prolific currently supports payments only in
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British Pounds and US Dollars—and our research funds were received in US Dollars
and credited to our Prolific account in that currency.

To test comprehension, at the end of the instructions and before starting the real-
effort task, participants were asked a series of questions about the game. They were
provided with prompt feedback via computer. In case they gave an incorrect answer,
the feedback provided an explanation of the mistake and the correct answer. In the
regression analyses, we control for an individual’s number of failed questions, which
also includes the unlikely but possible repetitions of an error.

The number of points earned in the real-effort task are computed as 100 x max(0, 1 -
|R - T|/ T), where T is the true number of “a”s in the paragraph, and R is the
participant’s reported count. Participants receive the maximum score (100 points) if
they report the exact correct number (R = T). If the reported count deviates from the
correct value, the score decreases proportionally. If the reported number is zero, or
more than double the correct count (R > 2 T), the participant receives zero points. For
example, if T = 50 and the participant reports R = 49, the score is 98 points, whereas
if R =1, the score is 2 points.

If time expired and the participant had not provided any answer, s/he got zero points
and was automatically logged out from the study without any payment. This was
necessary because otherwise s/he would have had no points to report in the next task.
In the instructions, we generally referred to donation to a charity, while deliberately
avoiding any explicit mention of the Red Cross. This is because individuals may have
different relationships with and attitudes towards particular charitable organizations,
which may affect their behavior.

In the Pilot Study, subjects were paid via PayPal, with an average payment of EUR
8.23 in Italy and DKK 91.14 in Denmark, including a minimum payment for
completing the study of EUR 5 in Italy and DKK 37.06 in Denmark. In the Main
Study, subjects were paid via Prolific, with an average payment of US$3.27 in Italy,
US$3.30 in Denmark, and US$3.18 in the UK; US$2 was the minimum payment for
completing the study.

Our results in the studies reported here are consistent with those previous findings
(Guerra and Harrington, 2018; Pampel et al. 2019), in that “tax” compliance rates
(within experiments) are higher in Italy than in Denmark and the UK.

Political stance was originally measured on a 1-10 scale, where 1 = Left and 10 =
Right (see Supplementary Appendix A Table S1 online). For analytical purposes, we
categorized participants as Right (coded as 1) if they selected 7 or higher, and as 0
otherwise. This dichotomization follows existing literature linking right-leaning
political views to attitudes toward immigration (Mudde, 2019; Shehaj et al. 2019). As
a preview of our results (on which there are more details in the next sections), 40.85%
of participants in the Main Study described themselves as Left-leaning, while 38.68%
identified as Centrists. In the Pilot Study, political orientation followed a similar
pattern, with a majority of participants identifying as Left or Center. This ideological
skew is not surprising. As is common in online experimental research, the sample
tends to overrepresent younger and well-educated individuals, who are more likely to
have progressive political views (e.g., Berinsky et al. 2012; Coppock and McClellan,
2019). While this may not fully reflect the political composition of the general
population, the consistency of our findings across different time periods and distinct
samples—collected on different platforms with different demographic profiles—
strengthens confidence in the robustness of our results.

A series of balance tests (Supplementary Appendix B online)—conducted for both
studies, on both the pooled sample and each country-specific sample, with p-values
computed following Chiapello (2018)—confirm that the samples are balanced across
treatments in terms of personal characteristics and other relevant preferences. A few
tests became statistically significant due to the relatively low number of observations
in specific categories in some treatments.

Each announcement included the following general text: “Our research lab is looking
for 300 volunteers in Italy/Denmark to take a short and paid online survey as part of
a research project designed by researchers from the Copenhagen Business School. It is
short, safe, and anonymous, and all participants will get a minimum payment for
their contribution. Click here to register.”

The Italy dummy is positive and statistically significant, indicating that—consistent
with previous findings (Guerra and Harrington, 2018)—tax compliance rates are
higher in Italy than in Denmark (f = 0.227, p <0.001 in Model 2).

Regarding the potential that English-language instructions for Danish participants
might have introduced bias into our Pilot Study results, we note that the University of
Copenhagen estimates that 86% of Danes are fluent in English, due to mandatory
English language instruction from early elementary school onward; in addition,
official Danish government documents are routinely published in English and Danish
simultaneously. English is so well incorporated into everyday Danish life, regardless
of social class or educational level, that there is little reason for concern about the
English language instructions used in the Pilot Study.

Overall, both studies indicate low levels of perceived economic and welfare-related
threats from immigration. The Main Study reveals greater neutrality and a slight shift
toward more concern about crime and immigration levels compared to the Pilot
Study. This slight difference may stem from the larger and more diverse sample in the
Main Study, which included a broader range of perspectives on immigration.
Overall, willingness to comply with “tax” obligations was similar across the two
studies, though compliance was slightly higher in the Main Study than in the Pilot
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Study. The compliance rate increased from 0.72 in the Pilot Study to 0.84 in the Main
Study, and the proportion of participants declaring at least some taxable income rose
from 86.1% in the Pilot Study to 95.3% in the Main Study. Additionally, the amount
of “tax” paid before audits was slightly higher in the Main Study (21.22 points)
compared to the Pilot Study (18.17 points).

18 As in the Pilot Study (Table 5), the Italy dummy in Table 10 is positive and
statistically significant, indicating that—consistent with previous findings (Guerra
and Harrington, 2018; Pampel et al. 2019)—experimental “tax” compliance rates are
higher in Italy than in Denmark and the UK (f = 0.101, p <0.01 in Model 2).

19 Defining equivalence margins is a well-recognized challenge in applied research (see,
e.g., Wiens, 2022; Hung et al. 2005). Equivalence margins vary considerably, with
many studies adopting bounds between 0.1 and +0.5. In this perspective, our choice
of a+0.05 margin is relatively cautious, yet sufficiently powered given our
sample size.

20 Similarly, in the Italian sample, the large number of observations provides sufficient

statistical power to establish robust evidence of treatment equivalence. In contrast,

the Danish and UK samples yield inconclusive results due to their small size.

The full STATA output and code are provided in the Supplementary Appendix D

online.

In 2022, Italy elected a right-wing coalition led by Prime Minister Giorgia Meloni,

who campaigned on a promise to create a naval blockade to stop migrant boats

coming to Italy from North Africa; she has also proposed sending asylum seekers to

Albania. In the same year, Denmark’s government formed around the leadership of

Mette Frederiksen, a left-center Social Democrat who ran on an anti-immigrant

stance, including a “zero refugee policy.” Both Denmark and the UK proposed in

2022 to send asylum seekers to Rwanda.
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