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Abstract

In a large-scale pre-registered survey experiment with a representative
sample of more than 8,000 Americans, we examine how the COVID-19 pan-
demic causally affects people’s solidarity and fairness. We randomly manip-
ulate whether respondents are asked general questions about the crisis before
answering moral questions. By making the pandemic particularly salient for
treated respondents, we causally identify how the crisis changes moral views.
We find that the crisis makes respondents more willing to prioritize society’s
problems over their own problems, but also more tolerant of inequalities due
to luck. We show that people’s moral views are strongly associated with their
policy preferences for redistribution. The findings suggest that the pandemic
may alter the moral and political landscape in the United States and, conse-
quently, the support for redistribution and welfare policies.

*IFAIR, Department of Economics, Norwegian School of Economics, Bergen, Norway. Te-
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The COVID-19 pandemic has dramatically affected our lives and imposed huge
health and economic costs on people worldwide. It presents unprecedented med-
ical, economic, and societal challenges, and has led to staggering unemployment
ad restrictions in daily life that would have been unimaginable for most people just
a short time ago: travel bans, closed schools, and shutdown of businesses.

The pandemic raises fundamental moral and political questions about what we
owe one another [[1]] and has the potential to change our moral views. In response to
the pandemic, there are widespread calls for solidarity [2], encouraging people to
give priority to public health concerns over their own self-interest and to support
those who are most affected. The heated debate about solidarity across borders
and globalization has been reinforced, with some arguing for increased global co-
operation and others arguing that the appropriate response to the crisis is more
protectionism [3]]. The pandemic has also invoked fundamental questions about
fairness, reflecting the fact that the health and economic costs of the pandemic are
unevenly distributed and to a great extent a result of factors outside individual con-
trol. It has triggered an intense political debate about the fair allocation of medical
resources and fair compensation for those who suffer economically as a result of
the pandemic [4, 3].

To study the causal effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on people’s moral views,
we conducted a large-scale pre-registered survey experiment with a nationally rep-
resentative sample of more than 8,000 Americans. All participants were asked
questions about key components of their moral views [6]: the degree to which
they think society’s problems should be given priority over one’s own problems
(solidarity), the degree to which they think their country’s problems should be
given priority over global problems (nationalism), and the extent to which they
view inequalities due to luck as fair (fairness). To study the broader impact of
the COVID-19 pandemic on the political debate, we also asked respondents about
their attitudes to economic redistribution and universal health care.

To identify how the pandemic has shaped people’s moral views, we randomly
allocated the respondents into a treatment group and a control group. Immediately
before answering the moral questions, the respondents in the treatment group were
reminded of the COVID-19 pandemic by questions about how the pandemic had
affected their community and how long they expected the crisis to last. The re-
spondents in the control group did not answer these questions. This experimental
design makes the pandemic particularly salient for the treated respondents, and we
assume that a reminder of the pandemic shifts moral views in the same direction
as the pandemic itself. Thus, the treatment effect identifies the directional effect of
how the crisis shapes people’s moral view. The size of the treatment effect, both
overall and for different subgroups, will depend on the extent to which the COVID-
19 reminder increases the salience of the crisis for the treated respondents and on
the extent to which the increased salience of the crisis affects their moral views



['7].

The pandemic may shift people’s moral views through different mechanisms.
It may instigate social learning [8]] and establish new role models [9, [10, [11]. Ex-
traordinary moral acts of ordinary people may become a source of inspiration and
imitation, and the moral standards of political leaders may be seen as signals of
social norms [[12]]. In line with the social heuristics hypothesis [[13,14,[15,/16], the
crisis may make certain behaviors more successful in social interactions, and these
behaviors may be internalized as default heuristics and, ultimately, as components
of people’s moral views. Finally, the pandemic may shape people’s moral reason-
ing through the situational features of the crisis and political debate, and thereby
activate new moral intuitions [6] and affect people’s deliberate moral reasoning
[L7].

The present study does not aim to identify which of these mechanisms are of
greater importance in shaping people’s moral views during the pandemic; however,
in the discussion of the results we will provide examples of features of the crisis
that are likely to invoke one or several of these mechanisms.

Results

In this section, we present how the pandemic affected the moral views and pol-
icy attitudes of the respondents. In the Supplementary Information, we provide
variable definitions, supporting figures and tables (Sections A1-A3) and multiple
hypothesis adjustments (Section A4). All our main results are robust to the multi-
ple hypothesis adjustments.

The sample is balanced between the treatment group and the control group on
the observable characteristics of the respondents. The median respondent in the
sample is 48 years old and the median household income is 57,500 USD. Almost
20 percent of the respondents have reached retirement age and about 40 percent
have at least a bachelor’s degree. The sample is balanced on political affiliation,
with about 37 percent expressing support for the Republican party and 42 percent
for the Democratic party. We provide more details about the sample in Table S1 in
the Supplementary Information.

Moral views

A key component of people’s moral views is the extent to which they are will-
ing to show solidarity with others even when it is costly in terms of their own
self-interest. The experimental literature has shown that a substantial fraction of
subjects in economic experiments show some solidarity with others, even though



there is considerable heterogeneity in the relative weight people attach to their own
self-interest [[18} 19, 20]. To investigate whether the pandemic moves people to-
wards solidarity or towards self-interest, we asked the participants whether they
thought they should give priority to solving society’s problems or to solving their
own problems. They answered on a 0-10 scale, where 0 means “absolute prior-
ity to solving my own problems” and 10 means “absolute priority to solving my
society’s problems.”

It has been argued that the situational features of the crisis put people in a moral
conundrum that may trigger opposing intuitions on this question [21]. The feeling
of acommon enemy may bring us together, whereas stress and anxiety may activate
selfish impulses. The pandemic has made salient the selfless behavior of many
individuals and groups in society, e.g., the heroism of the health workers [22],
and people-to-people solidarity has flourished through activities such as assisting
elderly people and neighbors with shopping and volunteer work in hospitals [23].
At the same time, selfish behavior has been evident, as illustrated by hoarding in
shops and people not respecting the call for social distancing.

The majority of the respondents thought they should give priority to solving
their own problems, as shown in Figure[Tj, with an average response of 3.57 (stan-
dard deviation 2.32). In Table S2 in the Supplementary Information, we show that
the degree to which people express solidarity with others is strongly associated
with their background characteristics: females and respondents with higher edu-
cation express more solidarity, while Republicans and people who have reached
the retirement age express less solidarity. In Figure [2p, we report the standardized
effect of the COVID-19 reminder on solidarity for the full sample and for differ-
ent subgroups. We find that respondents who were reminded of COVID-19 were
significantly more likely to agree with the view that one should give priority to so-
ciety’s problems rather than one’s own problems. Controlling for background char-
acteristics, the extent to which the respondents prioritized society’s problems over
their own increased by 0.065 standard deviations in the treatment group (z = 2.56,
p = 0.010, Table S2). The share of respondents who put at least as much weight
on society’s interests as their own (response of 5 or more) increased by 10 percent,
from 37.6 percent to 40.9 percent. Finally, we observe from Figure [2a that the di-
rection of the shift is the same for all subgroups, and is independent of political
affiliation, income, education, gender, and age (see also Table S3).

[ Figure [2]about here ]

The extent to which our solidarity should extend across borders has been an
important topic in the normative literature [24, 25], but there is less research on
how people actually trade off global interests and the interests of their own society
[26,17]. To study whether the crisis makes us focus more on the needs of our own



society, which we refer to as nationalism, we asked the respondents whether they
thought their country’s leaders should give priority to solving global problems or
to solving their country’s problems. They answered on a 0—10 scale where 0 means
“absolute priority to solving global problems” and 10 means “absolute priority to
solving their country’s problems.”

The pandemic has made the trade-off captured by this question salient in var-
ious ways, as illustrated by poor countries struggling to get scarce medical re-
sources to combat the coronavirus because the United States (US) and Europe are
outspending them [27]]. In many cases, the crisis has been conceived as a zero-sum
game among world leaders, who push nationalist arguments that undermine global
collective attempts to fight the virus [28]]. It has caused people to question the po-
tential for international arrangements and the willingness of countries to truly share
the burden in times of crisis [29]. At the same time, the crisis has provided exam-
ples of global solidarity and collaboration. Countries have sent health workers and
supplies to other countries to support their fight against the virus [30], and we have
witnessed unprecedented worldwide scientific collaboration in the development of
vaccines against the virus [31}132]].

Figure [Ib shows that respondents largely agreed that their country’s leaders
should give priority to solving their country’s problems, with an average response
of 7.1 (standard deviation 2.38). In Table S2, we show that support for nationalism
is strongly associated with background characteristics: Republicans, people who
have reached the retirement age, and females are significantly more in agreement
with focusing on solving their country’s problems, whereas people with higher
education are significantly more focused on global problems. In Figure [2b, we
report the effect of the COVID-19 reminder on nationalism for the full sample
and for different subgroups. The COVID-19 reminder had no significant effect on
the response to this question (z = 0.24, p = 0.812, Table S2), and this holds for
all subgroups (see also Table S4). A large majority in both the treatment group
and the control group (73 percent) agree that the country’s leaders should give
priority to their country’s problems (a response of 6 or more). This null-result on
nationalism may reflect that the pandemic has counteracting effects on nationalism,
highlighting both critical global issues and national sentiments among political
leaders.

Fairness is of fundamental importance for people and economic experiments
have shown that people typically find inequalities due to luck unfair [33, 20], even
though a recent large-scale study of the US and Norway shows significant differ-
ences in fairness views between countries: Americans are much more accepting
of inequalities due to luck than are Norwegians [34]]. To study whether the crisis
has affected people’s views on whether inequality due to luck is unfair, we asked
the respondents whether they considered it unfair if luck determines people’s eco-
nomic situation. They answered on a 1-5 scale, where 1 means “strongly disagree”
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and 5 means “strongly agree”.

The pandemic has accentuated concerns about inequality in society. It has
called attention to how important life outcomes can be determined by factors be-
yond individual control, and to how the crisis reinforces existing inequalities [35].
The crisis might change how people think about inequalities due to luck by affect-
ing whether people conceive luck to be controllable (option luck) or uncontrollable
(brute luck). This distinction has played a key role in the normative political liter-
ature [36]], and recent experimental work has shown that it is of great importance
for people’s willingness to accept inequalities due to luck [37]. The most immedi-
ate consequence of the pandemic is that it creates health and economic inequality
as a product of chance. Some people have bad health luck and become infected
or have bad economic luck and become unemployment or experience some other
unforeseen economic loss because of the crisis. However, the role of choice has
also been highlighted in the pandemic. Public health officials and the media have
emphasized the precautions that people can take to reduce the risk of getting in-
fected by washing their hands, maintaining social distance, and avoiding crowded
places [38]]. The fact that the crisis reinforces existing economic inequalities in the
US has revived the question about the extent to which these inequalities—and the
economic losses people experience during the crisis—reflect individual choices or
factors beyond individual control.

Figure [Ic shows that the majority of respondents considered inequality due to
luck as unfair, with an average response of 3.66 (standard deviation 1.12). In Ta-
ble S2, we show that inequality acceptance is strongly associated with background
characteristics. In particular, Republicans, people with high income, and people
who have reached the retirement age are significantly more accepting of inequal-
ity, whereas females are significantly less accepting of inequality. In Figure 2,
we observe that respondents who were reminded of COVID-19 were significantly
more accepting of inequalities due to luck. The COVID-19 reminder caused the
respondents to consider luck less unfair by 0.084 standard deviations in the treat-
ment group compared with the control group (z = —3.28, p = 0.001, Table S2).
Overall, the share of respondents in the treatment group who found inequality due
to luck unfair (responses 4 and 5) was reduced by about 10 percent, from 60.3
percent in the control group to 54.2 percent in the treatment group (z = —5.04,
p < 0.001). Finally, we observe from Figure 2¢ that the direction of the shift is the
same for all subgroups independent of age, gender, income, education or political
affiliation (see also S5).

Policy attitudes

The pandemic has led to extensive discussions about the government’s responsi-
bility to implement policies that mitigate economic inequality, both in the short



and long term, and its responsibility to ensure the health of all Americans. To
study the implications of the pandemic for the broader policy debate, we asked the
respondents about their attitudes to economic redistribution and universal health
coverage.

Specifically, we asked the respondents whether they agreed that the US govern-
ment should aim to reduce economic differences on a 1-3 scale, where 1 means
“generally disagree” and 3 means “generally agree,” and we asked whether the
federal government is responsible for ensuring that all Americans have health care
coverage, with a binary “yes/no” response scale. Figure [Id shows that the ma-
jority of Americans agree that the government should aim to reduce economic
differences, but we also observe that a significant minority disagree. In terms of
universal health coverage, 62.7 percent of the respondents agree that this is the
responsibility of the federal government.

The moral views studied in this paper are predictive of people’s policy attitudes
(Table S12). Figure [3p—c show at the state level how the measures of solidarity,
nationalism, and fairness are associated with support for income-equalizing poli-
cies. We observe that there is more support for economic redistribution in states
where respondents assign more priority to society’s problems relative to their own,
believe that their leaders should assign more priority to global problems relative to
their country’s problems, and are more averse to luck-based inequality. In Figure
S1 in the Supplementary Information, we show that the patterns are very similar
for support for universal health care. In Tables S6 and S7, we show that these find-
ings hold at the individual level, including when controlling for state-fixed effects
and other background characteristics. Finally, in Tables S8-S11, we show that the
patterns remain when we conduct the individual-level analysis by party affiliation,
and we observe that the moral views are particularly predictive of the policy atti-
tudes of Republicans.

The associations between the moral views and the policy attitudes suggest that
the treatment effects on solidarity and fairness pull in opposite directions in terms
of policy attitudes. The fact that the crisis has increased solidarity suggests that
there should be more support for redistribution, given the pattern observed in Fig-
ure [3p, whereas the fact that the crisis has made people more accepting of in-
equalities due to luck suggests that there should be less support for redistribution,
given the pattern observed in Figure 3. Consistent with the treatment effects on
the moral views having countervailing effects on policy attitudes, we observe in
Figure [3[d that there is no significant treatment effect of the COVID-19 reminder
on attitudes to economic redistribution for the full sample.

[ Figure [3]about here ]
However, we do find an interesting political heterogeneity in the treatment ef-

fect on economic redistribution (z = 2.40, p = 0.016, Table S13), as shown in Fig-
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ure[3[d. The COVID-19 reminder makes Republicans more supportive of economic
redistribution (z = 2.08, p = 0.038), whereas we do not find a significant effect
for non-Republicans (z = —1.21, p = 0.228). This political difference is consis-
tent with how the COVID-19 reminder has different effects on the moral views of
Republicans and non-Republicans. The COVID-19 reminder causes a significant
increase in inequality acceptance among non-Republicans (z = —4.07, p < 0.001,
Table S5), but has no significant effect on inequality acceptance among Republi-
cans (z = —0.24, p = 0.813); the difference is statistically significant (z = 2.29,
p = 0.022). Thus, the effects on the moral views suggest that we should see an
increase in support for economic redistribution among Republicans based on the
increase in solidarity and the absence of an effect on inequality acceptance, in line
with what we observe in Figure [3[d. For the non-Republicans, there are counter-
vailing effects on their moral views, consistent with the absence of an effect on
support for economic redistribution.

In Table S14 in the Supplementary Information, we show that the COVID-19
reminder has no effect on the support for universal health coverage among Repub-
licans or non-Republicans, which suggests that attitudes to this policy are hard to
shift in the polarized political landscape in the US.

Discussion

Our study suggests that the crisis is moving the moral landscape in the US in a
way that may shape moral views and public policy. We find evidence of the crisis
moving Americans towards solidarity, independent of political affiliation, gender,
age, and geography. The increase in solidarity may reflect that the crisis makes
salient the selfless behavior of others in society, but it may also reflect an increased
recognition of our mutual dependence. This finding is in line with other studies on
the effect of dramatic life events showing that personal exposure to violence or war
causes people to become more altruistic [39} 40, 41]], but contrasts with studies
suggesting that economic recessions make people more selfish [42].

We find evidence suggesting that the crisis affects inequality acceptance, in line
with studies showing that personal experience with unemployment changes what
people consider fair [43) 44]]. One might expect that the pandemic would make
people less accepting of such inequalities, based on the idea that the crisis high-
lights how chance shapes life outcomes. In contrast, we find that people become
more accepting of inequality, consistent with the crisis making people focus more
on luck as being controllable. This may reflect that the pandemic has highlighted
the role of individual choice, but it may also reflect a self-serving bias in people’s
fairness views [45, 46]. People may unconsciously aim to maintain a belief in a
just world where inequality reflects controllable factors [47, 48], which also would



serve as a rationale for not providing more support to those who are most affected
by the crisis.

In Figure dp, we show the development of the number of confirmed cases in
each state before, during, and after the survey period. We observe that the pan-
demic had rapidly developed when we implemented the survey. There is some
variation in the exposure to the crisis across states but, as reported in Figure[2] we
do not find differential treatment effects based on the number of confirmed cases
in the state of the respondent. This may reflect that greater exposure to the crisis
creates opposing effects; it may make people more susceptible to the COVID-19
reminder but at the same time also more saturated with the pandemic [7]]. It may
also reflect that the exposure is about the developments at the national level more
than at the state level. In Figure @b, we show that the responses to the question in
COVID-19 reminder concerning the extent to which the respondents considered
their local community to be affected are strongly associated with the confirmed
number of cases in the state of the respondents. This provides evidence of the re-
spondents in the treatment group paying attention to the COVID-19 reminder, and,
thus, suggests that the experimental design succeeded in creating random variation
in how salient the pandemic was for the respondents when answering the moral and
policy questions.

[ Figure 4] about here ]

The study was designed to identify the directional effect of the crisis on moral
views, and it does not allow us to estimate the size of the effect. The full impact
of the crisis is likely to be much larger than the effect we can capture through
the COVID-19 reminder. Still, it is instructive to compare the estimated treatment
effects with the average difference in moral views among Republicans and non-
Republicans with respect to solidarity and inequality acceptance. From Figure [5]
we observe that the change in the moral views of Americans due to the reminder
equals about one-fifth of the difference that we observe between Republicans and
non-Republicans in the control group on each of the moral dimensions. Given that
the full impact is likely to be much larger and that these dimensions are predictive
of people’s policy preferences, we believe that our findings are suggestive of the
pandemic having the potential to shape the political landscape and welfare policy
in the US.

[ Figure[5]about here ]

An interesting question for future research is whether the effects of the crisis on
moral views are lasting. Related studies on wars, natural disasters and economic
shocks have shown that people internalize moral perspectives that emerge in times



of crisis [39, 140,41}, 43| 44], and there is experimental and observational evidence
of habit formation in moral behavior suggesting that the changes that we observe in
the present study may be sustained in normal times [[13, 114,15, |16]]. Therefore, our
results give reason to believe that the pandemic may cause more solidarity among
Americans in the long run, but also greater acceptance of inequality due to luck.

Methods

A total of 8,116 unique respondents from the general population in the US were
recruited by survey provider Ipsos. The experiment ran between March 24 and
April 2, 2020 as part of the Ipsos eNation online omnibus, under oversight of the
Norwegian School of Economics Institutional Review Board. The sample consists
of individuals above 18 years of age or older, and they were quota sampled from
the online segment of Ipsos’s actively recruited and managed panel to be balanced
and representative of the general population (based upon region, gender, age, and
household income data from the US Census Bureau).

The respondents were randomly allocated to either a treatment group, who
were reminded of the COVID-19 pandemic (n = 4,074), or a control group (n =
4,042)—before answering a set of survey questions. The respondents also an-
swered a set of standard background questions. The full set of questions are pro-
vided in the Supplementary Information (Section B).

Ipsos provided population weights to weight appropriately for various demo-
graphic factors, including: age, income, the four national census regions, and gen-
der. The Current Population Survey from the US Census Bureau was used to de-
termine the weighting targets. All reported analyses use these weights. Supporting
analysis, including regression tables for the numbers reported in graphics in the pa-
per, is reported in the Supplementary Information (Section A), together with com-
plete variable definitions and corrections for multiple hypothesis testing [49, 50].
All reported p-values are for two-sided Wald tests (z-tests).

The data sources, the structure of the experiment, and the empirical strategy
were pre-specified at the American Economic Association’s registry for random-
ized controlled trials prior to receiving the data [S1]. Pre-specified analysis not
reported in the main body of the paper is reported in the Supplementary Informa-
tion (Section C).
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Figure 1: Distribution of outcomes

Note: Pooled population-weighted proportions of respondents that chose each pos-
sible alternative for our main outcome variables.
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Figure 2: Solidarity, nationalism, and fairness
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Note: This figure illustrates the effect of the COVID-19 reminder on the responses
to the solidarity, nationalism, fairness questions. The outcomes are standardized
with the population-weighted standard deviation. High and low levels of household
income, education, and confirmed cases are defined by being above or at/below the
weighted median in the sample. The estimated effects and sandwich standard errors
are based on population-weighted linear regressions including control variables
for the indicated groups and other basic demographics. See Tables S2—S5 in the

Supplementary Information for complete regression specifications.
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Figure 3: Effect of COVID-19 reminder on attitude to redistribution

Note: Panels a—c show state-level correlations between support for redistribu-
tion and each of our three main moral view variables, all standardized by the
population-weighted means and standard deviations. The size of the state marker
indicates the state population. Panel d shows the treatment effect of the COVID-
19 reminder on redistribution; pooled and broken down by political affiliation. The
estimated effects and sandwich standard errors are based on population-weighted
linear regressions, including the same control variables as in Figure[2] See Table S6
in the Supplementary Information for the complete regression specifications.
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Figure 4: COVID-19 exposure

Note: Panel a shows, shaded in grey, the survey period and the number of confirmed
cases per capita in each state as aggregated from the Johns Hopkins database
[52]]. Panel b shows the mean degree to which survey participants who receive the
COVID-19 reminder report that they consider their local community to be affected
(on a 0-10 scale) compared with the number of confirmed cases in the middle of
the survey period. The size of the state marker indicates the state population.
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for the control group and the treatment group. The outcomes have been standard-
ized with population-weighted means and standard deviations.
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A Online Appendix: Additional analysis

Data and code are available in the Github repository available at https://github.

com/FAIR-NHH/mmnyt.

A.1 Variable definitions

This section provides the variable definitions used in the main analysis. The survey data
are collected on discrete scales and we assign these numerical values and treat the elicited
preferences and beliefs questions as numerical and cardinal. All standardized variables

are standardized by the population weighted means and standard deviations.

Treatment variable
e COVID-19 reminder is an indicator for being reminded of the coronavirus crisis.
Main outcome variables

e Solidarity: “Should you give priority to solving your own problems or should you
give priority to solving your society’s problems?”” Answer on a scale from 0-10,
where 0 means “absolute priority to solving my own problems” and 10 means

“absolute priority to solving my society’s problems” (standardized).

e Nationalism: “Should your country’s leaders give priority to solving global prob-
lems or should they give priority to solving your country’s problems?” Answer on
a scale from 0—10, where 0 means “absolute priority to solving my own problems”

and 10 means “absolute priority to solving my society’s problems” (standardized).

o Luck unfair: “It is unfair if luck determines people’s economic situation.” Extent
of agreement with the statement on a scale from 1-5, where 1 means “Strongly

disagree” and 5 means “Strongly agree” (standardized).
Policy variables

e Redistribution: “In the US, the government should aim to reduce economic dif-
ferences.” Extent of agreement with the statement on a scale from 1-3, where 1

means “Generally disagree” and 3 means “Generally agree” (standardized).
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e Health care: “Is it the federal government’s responsibility to make sure all Amer-
icans have health care coverage?” Indicator for the participant answering Yes on a
scale of No, government is not responsible/Yes, government is responsible (stan-
dardized).

Control variables

e Republican is an indicator for the participant having answered that he or she would
have voted ‘Republican’ if there was an election tomorrow. Alternatives were Re-
publican/Democratic/Other/Prefer not to answer. Participants who preferred not

to answer this question are not included (877 respondents).

e High inc. is an indicator for having a yearly household income before taxes above

the population weighted median in the sample.
e High educ. is an indicator for having completed at least a bachelor degree.
e Female is an indicator for being female.

e Retirement age is an indicator for being at or above retirement age (defined as 66

years old).

e High confirmed is an indicator for being from a state with above the population
weighted median number of confirmed cases of coronavirus infected persons per

capita per March 28th (midpoint date of data collection).

e Child is an indicator for having a child below 18 years old in the household, for

which the participant is a parent or a legal guardian.
e Living alone is an indicator for living alone.
e Urban in an indicator for living in an urban or a suburban area.
e Northeast, Midwest, West and South are US region indicators.
Additional outcome variables

e Luck belief: “Luck is an important determinant of people’s economic situation.”
Extent of agreement with the statement on a scale from 1-5, where 1 means “Strongly

disagree” and 5 means “Strongly agree” (standardized).



o Compassion: “Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial virtue.”

Extent of agreement with the statement on a scale from 1-5, where 1 means “Strongly

disagree” and 5 means “Strongly agree” (standardized).

e No borders: “1 wish the world did not have nations or borders and we were all part

of one big group.” Extent of agreement with the statement on a scale from 1-5,

where 1 means “Strongly disagree” and 5 means “Strongly agree” (standardized).

A.2 Supplementary figure
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Figure 1: Effect of COVID-19 reminder on support for universal health care

Note: Panels a—c show state-level correlations between support for universal health care and each of our
three main moral view variables, all standardized by the population weighted means and standard devia-
tions. The size of the state marker indicates the state population. Panel d shows the treatment effect of the
COVID-19 reminder on support for universal health care; pooled and broken down by political affiliation.

The estimated effects and sandwich standard errors are based on population weighted linear regressions
including control variables for the indicated groups and other basic demographics. See Table S7 for the

complete regression specifications.



A.3 Supplementary tables



Table S1: Descriptive statistics

Control Treated Full sample

Politics
Republican (share) 0.369 0.373 0.370
Democratic (share) 0.430 0.404 0.415
Other (share) 0.102 0.112 0.107
Prefer not to answer (share) 0.100 0.118 0.108
Income (USD)
Average 70900 68400 69600
Median 57500 57500 57500
Above median (share) 0.400 0.378 0.388

Education (share)

Bachelor or more 0.420 0.418 0.419
Female (share) 0.540 0.549 0.545
Age

Median (year) 48 48 48

Retirement age (share) 0.186 0.184 0.185
Child (share) 0.240 0.251 0.246
Living alone (share) 0.216 0.215 0.216
Urban (share) 0.755 0.750 0.753
Region (share)

Northeast 0.204 0.200 0.201

Midwest 0.225 0.231 0.228

West 0.222 0.225 0.224

South 0.349 0.346 0.347

Confirmed cases
Median (per 100000) 17.5 17.5 17.5
High confirmed (share) 0.526 0.528 0.527

Note: The table displays descriptive statistics for the control sample column 1, for
the treated sample in column 2 and for the full sample in column 3 (not population
weighted). The descriptive statistics for the sample are based on self-reported data,
except for data on confirmed cases which is based on John Hopkins database as per
March 28, 2020. The income variable is yearly household income in USD before
taxes reported in 23 income groups, where we impute the midpoint in each group
for calculating the average. For the highest income group, open to the right, we

impute 1.5 times the lower boundary.



Table S2: Effect of COVID-19 reminder, main outcomes

Solidarity Nationalism Luck unfair

(D 2) 3) “4) ) (6)
COVID-19 0.070** 0.065** 0.017 0.006 -0.086"** -0.084***

reminder (0.024) (0.025) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.026)
Republican -0.307*** 0.554** -0.339***
(0.026) (0.025) (0.027)
High inc. -0.007 0.044 -0.140%**
(0.028) (0.027) (0.028)
High educ. 0.079** -0.083*** 0.020
(0.027) (0.026) (0.027)
Female 0.103** 0.050** 0.072%
(0.025) (0.025) (0.026)
Retirement age -0.114% 0.209*** -0.142%
(0.032) (0.029) (0.033)
High confirmed -0.039 0.020 -0.008
(0.028) (0.027) (0.029)
Child -0.088*** -0.001 0.129***
(0.031) (0.031) (0.032)
Living alone -0.017 -0.042 0.018
(0.035) (0.034) (0.034)
Urban 0.024 -0.043 0.077**
(0.031) (0.029) (0.031)
Northeast 0.023 0.003 0.128*
(0.043) (0.041) (0.043)
Midwest 0.034 0.061* -0.042
(0.037) (0.036) (0.039)
South -0.033 0.042 0.046
(0.034) (0.033) (0.035)
Constant -0.035** 0.041 -0.008 -0.243*** 0.043** 0.102**

(0.017) (0.048) (0.017) (0.047) (0.018) (0.048)

Observations 8116 7239 8116 7239 8116 7239
R? 0.001 0.034 0.000 0.093 0.002 0.050

Note: The table reports linear regressions of the effect of the COVID-19 reminder on
Solidarity, Nationalism and Luck unfair with and without control variables. Solidarity,
Nationalism, Luck unfair, COVID-19 reminder and the control variables are defined in
Appendix [A.T] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p <
0.01.



Table S3: Heterogeneity analysis, solidarity

Solidarity
ey 2) 3) “4) &) (6)

COVID-19
reminder

Republican X
COVID-19 reminder

High inc. X
COVID-19 reminder

High educ. X
COVID-19 reminder

Female x
COVID-19 reminder

Retirement age X
COVID-19 reminder

High confirmed X
COVID-19 reminder

Constant

0.053 0.037 0.093*** 0.063* 0.047* 0.084**
(0.033) (0.034) (0.035) (0.037) (0.028) (0.036)

0.030
(0.051)

0.055
(0.050)

-0.060
(0.050)

0.002
(0.050)

0.097
(0.061)

-0.039
(0.050)

0.047 0.056 0.028 0.042 0.050 0.032
(0.049) (0.049) (0.049) (0.049) (0.048) (0.049)

Linear combination 0.083** 0.092* 0.033 0.066* 0.144** 0.045
(Reminder + Interaction) (0.039) (0.037) (0.036) (0.034) (0.054) (0.036)

Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.034

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table [S2] by including interactions between
COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Solidarity, COVID-19 reminder and the control
variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, **
p < 0.05, #** p < 0.01.



Table S4: Heterogeneity analysis, nationalism

Nationalism

) 2)

3) “4) ) (6)

COVID-19
reminder

Republican X
COVID-19 reminder

High inc. X
COVID-19 reminder

High educ. X
COVID-19 reminder

Female x
COVID-19 reminder

Retirement age X
COVID-19 reminder

High confirmed X
COVID-19 reminder

0.031 -0.002
(0.034) (0.034)

-0.064
(0.048)

0.015
(0.049)

-0.021  -0.000 0.023  -0.004
(0.034) (0.037) (0.028) (0.035)

0.056
(0.049)

0.012
(0.049)

-0.095*
(0.056)

0.019
(0.049)

Constant -0.255** -0.239*** -(0.230*** -0.240*** -0.252*** -0.239***
(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.047) (0.048)
Linear combination -0.033 0.014 0.036 0.011 -0.073 0.015
(Reminder+ Interaction) (0.034) (0.035) (0.035) (0.033) (0.049) (0.034)
Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.093 0.093 0.093 0.093 0.093 0.093

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table [S2] by including interactions between COVID-
19 reminder and the control variables. Nationalism, COVID-19 reminder and the control variables are
defined in Appendix [A.T] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.



Table S5: Heterogeneity analysis, luck unfair

Luck unfair

&) (2) 3) 4) ©) (6)

COVID-19 -0.1317*  -0.041 -0.046 -0.067* -0.078*** -0.091**

reminder (0.032) (0.032) (0.034) (0.038) (0.029) (0.037)

Republican x 0.121*

COVID-19 reminder (0.053)

High inc. X -0.085*

COVID-19 reminder (0.051)

High educ. X -0.081

COVID-19 reminder (0.051)

Female x -0.033

COVID-19 reminder (0.051)

Retirement age X -0.034

COVID-19 reminder (0.062)

High confirmed X 0.015

COVID-19 reminder (0.051)

Constant 0.124* 0.080  0.084* 0.094* 0.099** 0.106**
(0.049) (0.050) (0.049) (0.050) (0.049) (0.050)

Linear combination -0.010 -0.127** -0.126*** -0.100*** -0.111** -0.076**

(Reminder + Interaction) (0.042) (0.039) (0.038) (0.034) (0.055) (0.035)

Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239

R? 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.050  0.050 0.050

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table [S2] by including interactions between COVID-
19 reminder and the control variables. Luck unfair, COVID-19 reminder and the control variables are
defined in Appendix [A.T] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S12: Effect of COVID-19 reminder, policy out-
comes

Redistribution Health care

(D 2) 3) “4)
COVID-19 0.005 0.014 -0.017 -0.001

reminder (0.024) (0.023) (0.024) (0.022)
Republican -0.939** -1.016%**
(0.025) (0.024)
High inc. -0.104** -0.069***
(0.025) (0.024)
High educ. -0.041 0.032
(0.025) (0.023)
Female -0.006 0.008
(0.023) (0.022)
Retirement age -0.214%** -0.188***
(0.031) (0.027)
High confirmed -0.047* 0.040
(0.026) (0.025)
Child 0.109*** 0.057*
(0.029) (0.028)
Living alone 0.004 -0.038
(0.029) (0.029)
Urban 0.071* 0.123**
(0.027) (0.026)
Northeast 0.104** 0.050
(0.039) (0.038)
Midwest -0.022 -0.030
(0.035) (0.034)
South -0.032 -0.039
(0.031) (0.030)
Constant -0.002 0.396*** 0.009 0.321**

(0.017) (0.041) (0.017) (0.041)

Observations 8116 7239 8116 7239
R? 0.000 0.232 0.000 0.272

Note: The table reports linear regressions of the effect of
the COVID-19 reminder on Redistribution and Health care
with and without control variables. Redistribution, Health care,
COVID-19 reminder and the control variables are defined in Ap-
pendix [A.T] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10,
**p <0.05, ¥** p < 0.01.
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Table S13: Heterogeneity analysis, redistribution

Redistribution
(1) (2) (3) 4) &) (0)

COVID-19 -0.032 0.042 0.014 0.012 0.000 -0.025
reminder (0.026) (0.028) (0.030) (0.034) (0.025) (0.033)
Republican X 0.117*
COVID-19 reminder (0.049)
High inc. X -0.056
COVID-19 reminder (0.046)
High educ. X -0.001
COVID-19 reminder (0.046)
Female x 0.003
COVID-19 reminder (0.045)
Retirement Age X 0.077
COVID-19 reminder (0.059)
High confirmed X 0.077*
COVID-19 reminder (0.045)
Constant 0.418** 0.382*** 0.396*** 0.397*** 0.403*** 0.415***

(0.041) (0.042) (0.042) (0.043) (0.041) (0.043)

Linear combination 0.085* -0.014 0.014 0.016 0.078 0.052*
(Reminder+ Interaction) (0.041) (0.036) (0.034) (0.030) (0.054) (0.031)

Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.233 0.232 0.232 0.232 0232 0.232

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table [ST2] by including interactions between
COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Redistribution, COVID-19 reminder and the con-
trol variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, **
p < 0.05, #** p < 0.01.
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Table S14: Heterogeneity analysis, Health care

Health care
(D () (3) 4 &) (6)

COVID-19
reminder

Republican X
COVID-19 reminder

High inc. X
COVID-19 reminder

High educ. X
COVID-19 reminder

Female x
COVID-19 reminder

Retirement Age X
COVID-19 reminder

High confirmed X
COVID-19 reminder

Constant

-0.002 -0.005 0.015 -0.016 -0.011 -0.055*
(0.027) (0.028) (0.030) (0.032) (0.025) (0.031)

0.000
(0.046)

0.007
(0.044)

-0.035
(0.044)

0.028
(0.044)

0.056
(0.052)

0.105**
(0.044)

0.321** 0.323*** 0.313*** 0.328™* 0.326"** 0.346***

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

Linear combination

-0.001 0.002 -0.020 0.012 0.045 0.050

(Reminder+ Interaction) (0.037) (0.034) (0.032) (0.030) (0.046) (0.031)

Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.272 0272 0272 0.272 0273  0.273

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table [ST2] by including interactions between
COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Health care, COVID-19 reminder and the control
variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p <
0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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A.4 Multiple hypothesis testing

We here report the p-values adjusted for multiple hypothesis testing. We calculate unad-
justed p-values as bootstrap p-values and compute p-values adjusted for stepdown multi-
ple testing following the algorithm proposed by Romano and Wolf [1, 2]]. Bootstrapping
is done with 9999 replications.

In addition to our key outcome variables Solidarity, Nationalism and Luck unfair,
we asked three other questions relating to people’s moral views. We provide p-values
adjusted for testing the effect of the COVID-19 reminder on all six outcomes [SI3] In
Appendix [C| we also show that all main results are robust to including the additional
questions as part of indexes.

The multiple hypothesis adjustment in[ST5]is based on the following OLS regression
specification

u; = a + p,Covidl9reminder; + yX, + ¢;

where u; is the standardized answer to each of the following respective moral questions
(based on the full sample): Solidarity, Nationalism, Luck unfair, Luck belief, Compassion
and No borders, which are defined in Appendix[A.T] X; is a vector of the control variables
listed in Appendix [A.1] and ¢; is an error term.
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Table S15: Multiple hypothesis adjustments: Average
treatment effects

Raw Romano-Wolf
Difference p-value  p-value

Main analysis

Solidarity 0.065 0.010 0.043
Nationalism 0.006 0.824 0.919
Luck unfair -0.084 0.001 0.006
Additional variables

Luck belief -0.010 0.718 0.919
Compassion 0.041 0.119 0.373
No borders -0.020 0.420 0.801

Note: Column 1 reports the difference between the treatment and the
control group (in standard deviations). Column 2 reports the raw p-
values and column 3 reports the Romano-Wolf adjusted p-values for

the family of all six outcomes (main + additional outcome variables).
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We provide multiple hypothesis adjustments focusing on the subgroup interactions

of the main outcome variables[ST6}-[ST8] The multiple hypothesis adjustments are based
on the following OLS regression specification

u; = a + f,Covid19reminder; + f,Covid19reminder; X Subgroup + yX, + ¢,

where y; is the respective dependent variable, Covid 19reminder; is COVID-19 reminder
as defined in Appendix Covid19reminder; X Subgroup are interactions between
COVID-19 reminder and the respective control variables, X, is a vector of the control
variables listed in Appendix[A.T] and ¢, is an error term.

Table S16: Multiple hypothesis adjustments: Subgroup interactions,
Solidarity

Raw Romano-Wolf
Interaction p-value  p-value

Republicans vs. non-republicans  0.030  0.565 0.821

High inc. vs not 0.055 0.271 0.723
High educ. vs not -0.060  0.232 0.723
Females vs. males 0.002  0.964 0.964
Retirement age vs not 0.097  0.115 0.511
High confirmed vs not -0.039  0.439 0.821

Note: The dependent variable is Solidarity, defined in Appendix Column 1
reports the estimated subgroup differences in treatment effect (in standard devia-
tions). Column 2 reports the raw p-values and column 3 reports the Romano-Wolf
adjusted p-values for the family of all six interactions.
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Table S17: Multiple hypothesis adjustments: Subgroup interactions,
Nationalism

Raw Romano-Wolf
Interaction p-value  p-value

Republicans vs. non-republicans  -0.064  0.181 0.632

High inc. vs not 0.015  0.757 0.971
High educ. vs not 0.056 0.258 0.682
Females vs. males 0.012  0.816 0.971
Retirement age vs not -0.095  0.089 0.434
High confirmed vs not 0.019  0.691 0.971

Note: The dependent variable is Nationalism, defined in Appendix [A.T] Column 1
reports the estimated subgroup differences in treatment effect (in standard devia-
tions). Column 2 reports the raw p-values and column 3 reports the Romano-Wolf
adjusted p-values for the family of all six interactions.

Table S18: Multiple hypothesis adjustments: Subgroup interactions,
Luck unfair

Raw Romano-Wolf
Interaction p-value  p-value

Republicans vs. non-republicans  0.121 0.025 0.106

High inc. vs not -0.085  0.096 0.381
High educ. vs not -0.081  0.135 0.392
Females vs. males -0.033  0.499 0.880
Retirement age vs not -0.034  0.577 0.880
High confirmed vs not 0.015  0.759 0.880

Note: The dependent variable is Luck unfair, defined in Appendix [A.T] Column 1
reports the estimated subgroup differences in treatment effect (in standard devia-
tions). Column 2 reports the raw p-values and column 3 reports the Romano-Wolf
adjusted p-values for the family of all six interactions.
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We provide multiple hypothesis adjustments focusing on the subgroup interactions

of the outcome variables measuring policy preferences [ST19}-[S20]

Table S19: Multiple hypothesis adjustments: Subgroup interactions,
Redistribution

Raw Romano-Wolf
Interaction p-value  p-value

Republicans vs. non-republicans  0.117 0.017 0.092

High inc. vs not -0.056  0.216 0.565
High educ. vs not -0.001  0.988 0.997
Females vs. males 0.003 0.944 0.997
Retirement age vs. not 0.077  0.194 0.565
High confirmed vs. not 0.077  0.086 0.378

Note: The dependent variable is Redistribution, defined in Appendix [A.T] Column
1 reports the estimated subgroup differences in treatment effect (in standard devia-
tions). Column 2 reports the raw p-values and column 3 reports the Romano-Wolf

adjusted p-values for the family of all six interactions.

Table S20: Multiple hypothesis adjustments: Subgroup interactions,
Health care

Raw Romano-Wolf
Interaction p-value  p-value

Republicans vs. non-republicans  0.000  0.995 0.995
High inc. vs not 0.007  0.875 0.983
High educ. vs not -0.035  0.426 0.885
Females vs. males 0.028  0.527 0.890
Retirement age vs. not 0.056  0.269 0.797
High confirmed vs. not 0.105 0.017 0.095

Note: The dependent variable is Health care, defined in Appendix [A.T] Column 1
reports the estimated subgroup differences in treatment effect (in standard devia-
tions). Column 2 reports the raw p-values and column 3 reports the Romano-Wolf
adjusted p-values for the family of all six interactions.
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B Online Appendix: Instructions

This section provides the instructions for the experiment.

B.1 COVID-19 reminder

Question 1:
To what extent has your local community been affected by the current coronavirus cri-
sis?
Use this scale where 0 means “not at all affected” and 10 means “extremely affected”
012345678910

Question 2:
For how long do you expect the current coronavirus crisis to last (in weeks)?

(Drop-down menu of number of weeks, 0-52 weeks, More than a year)

B.2 Survey questions

Question 3 (Fairness):
To what extent do you agree with the following statement:
“It is unfair if luck determines people’s economic situation.”
Scale of Strongly disagree/ Somewhat disagree/ Neither agree nor disagree/ Somewhat

agree/ Strongly agree.

Question 4.
To what extent do you agree with the following statement:
“Luck 1s an important determinant of people’s economic situation.”
Scale of Strongly disagree/ Somewhat disagree/ Neither agree nor disagree/ Somewhat
agree/ Strongly agree.

Question 5 (Solidarity):

Should you give priority to solving your own problems or should you give priority to
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solving your society’s problems?

Use this scale where 0 means ‘““absolute priority to solving my own problems” and 10
means “absolute priority to solving my society’s problems.”

012345678910

Question 6.
To what extent do you agree with the following statement:
“Compassion for those who are suffering is the most crucial virtue.”
Scale of Strongly disagree/ Somewhat disagree/ Neither agree nor disagree/ Somewhat

agree/ Strongly agree.

Question 7 (Nationalism):
Should your country’s leaders give priority to solving global problems or should they
give priority to solving your country’s problems?
Use this scale where 0 means “absolute priority to solving global problems” and 10
means “absolute priority to solving my country’s problems.”
012345678910

Question 8:
To what extent do you agree with the following statement:
“I wish the world did not have nations or borders and we were all part of one big group.”
Scale of Strongly disagree/ Somewhat disagree/ Neither agree nor disagree/ Somewhat

agree/ Strongly agree.

Question 9:
To what extent do you agree with the following statement:
“In the US, the government should aim to reduce economic differences.”

Scale of Generally disagree/ Neither agree nor disagree/ Generally agree.

Question 10:
Is it the federal government’s responsibility to make sure all Americans have health care

coverage?
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No, government is not responsible

Yes, government is responsible

Compared to the implementation of the questions, we have flipped the scales on ques-
tions 3-6 and 8-9 in the above instructions to simplify the presentation of the analysis.
Also, outside of this set of questions, we asked some additional questions as part of the
survey. These will be presented in separate papers and the above presentation and the
background questions which follow, focus on the instructions which are relevant for the

present paper.

B.3 Background questions

e What is your date of birth’.ﬂ

What is your gender?

Please insert your zip code:E]

In which industries do you, or any member of your immediate household, work?

What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed?
— Education through Grade 12 (Grade 4 or less/ Grade 5 to 8/ Grade 9 to 11/
Grade 12 (no diploma))
— High School Graduate (Regular High School Diploma/GED or alternative

credential)

— College or Some College (Some college credit, but less than 1 year/ 1 or more
years of college credit, no degree/ Associate’s degree (AA, AS, etc.)/Bachelor’s
degree (BA, BS, etc.)

— After Bachelor’s Degree (Master’s Degree (MA, MS, MBA, etc.)/ Profes-
sional degree (MD, DDS, JD, etc.)/ Doctorate degree (PhD, EdD, etc.)

e Are you of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin? (Yes/No/Prefer not to answer)

'We only have access to age in years.
2We only have access to state-level information.
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Whatis your race? Select all that apply. (White/ Black or African American/ Native
American or Alaskan Native/ Asian/ Pacific Islander/ Other race/ Prefer not to

answer)

Please indicate your annual household income before taxes. (Less than $5,000/
$5,000-$9,999/ $10,000-$14,999/ $15,000-$19,999/ $20,000-$24,999/ $25,000-
$29,999/ $30,000-$34,999/ $35,000-$39,999/ $40,000-$44,999/ $45,000-$49,999/
$50,000-$54,999/ $55,000-$59,999/ $60,000-$64,999/ $65,000-$69,999/ $70,000-
$74,999/ $75,000-$79,999/ $80,000-$84,999/ $85,000-$89,999/ $90,000-$94,999/
$95,000-$99,999/ $100,000-$124,999/ $125,000-$149,999/ $150,000-$199,999/
$200,000-$249,999/ $250,000 or more/ Prefer not to answer)

What is your marital status? (Single, never married/ Living with partner/ Married/

Widowed/ Divorced or separated)

How much of your household’s grocery shopping do you, yourself, do? (All of it/
Almost all of it/ About half of it/ Less than half of it/ None)

What is your current employment status? (Employed full-time/ Employed part-
time/ Self employed/ Unemployed but looking for a job/ Unemployed and not look-
ing for a job or long-term sick or disabled/ Full-time parent, homemaker/ Retired/

Student or pupil/ Military/ Prefer not to answer)

Which of the following best describes your living situation? (Own a house/ Own a

condo or co-op/ Rent/ Live with parents or relatives/ Other/ Prefer not to answer)

How many people are employed by the company that you own, operate, or work
for? (1-10/ 11-20/ 21-50/ 51-100/ 101-500/ 501-1000/ More than 1000/ Not cur-
rently employed or not in workforce/ I am retired/ I am homemaker or student/
Don’t know)

How many people are living or staying at your current address? (Include yourself
and any other adults or children who are currently living or staying at this address

for at least two months)

How many children under the age of 18 are living in your household? Please ref-

erence only the children for which you are the parent or legal guardian.
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e Please provide us with the following information about the children under the age
of 18 in your household. Please reference only the children for which you are the

parent or legal guardian.
e How would you describe the area in which you live? (Urban/ Suburban/ Rural)

e Which political party would you vote for if there was an election tomorrow?

Republican

Democratic

Other

Prefer not to answer
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C Online Appendix: Pre-specified analysis

This section provides the pre-specified analysis. We focus on the analysis which is rel-
evant for the present paper, but note that there are other questions that are part of the
survey. The pre-specified analysis for these additional questions will be presented in

separate papers.

e Hypothesis 1, that the coronavirus crisis makes people less accepting of inequali-
ties due to luck, Table[S21]

e Hypothesis 2, and that the coronavirus crisis makes people agree more that luck

is important in determining people’s economic situation, Table [S21]

e Hypothesis 3, that the coronavirus crisis makes people support more redistribution
in society, Table [S22]

e Hypothesis 4, that the coronavirus crisis makes people less selfish, Table [S23]

e Hypothesis 5, that the coronavirus crisis makes people more nationalistic, Ta-

ble[S24

Heterogeneity analysis in Tables [S25]-[S32]
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Table S21: Effect of COVID-19 reminder, hypotheses 1 and 2

Luck unfair Luck belief Index of std. outcomes
(D 2) 3) 4) (5) (6)
COVID-19 -0.094** -0.093** -0.023 -0.011 -0.103**  -0.092**
reminder (0.025) (0.028) (0.026) (0.030) (0.033) (0.038)
Republican -0.350*** -0.196*** -0.478**
(0.030) (0.032) (0.041)
High inc. -0.133*** 0.050 -0.077*
(0.031) (0.033) (0.042)
High educ. 0.029 0.137*** 0.1471***
(0.030) (0.033) (0.041)
Female 0.0971*** -0.248*** -0.127%**
(0.028) (0.031) (0.039)
Age -0.008*** -0.008*** -0.014***
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
Confirmed cases 0.464 0.044 0.452
(0.373) (0.420) (0.508)
Child 0.094*** -0.037 0.053
(0.036) (0.039) (0.049)
Living alone 0.039 0.089** 0.110*
(0.038) (0.041) (0.052)
Urban 0.062* 0.043 0.092**
(0.034) (0.036) (0.046)
Northeast 0.108** 0.144*** 0.218***
(0.051) (0.056) (0.070)
Midwest -0.035 -0.004 -0.034
(0.042) (0.045) (0.057)
South 0.056 -0.061 -0.001
(0.039) (0.042) (0.052)
Constant 3.714** 4,100 2.866™** 3.357** (.048** 0.804***
(0.018) (0.065) (0.019) (0.072) (0.024) (0.090)
Observations 8116 7239 8116 7239 8116 7239
R? 0.002 0.060 0.000 0.045 0.001 0.071

Note: The table reports linear regressions of the effect of the COVID-19 reminder on Luck unfair,
Luck belief and Index of std. outcomes with and without control variables. Luck unfair and Luck
belief are non-standardized versions of the respective variables defined in Appendix [A.T] Index
of std. outcomes is the combination of the standardized versions of Luck unfair and Luck belief
(standardized by the population weighted means and standard deviations). COVID-19 reminder
and the control variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Age is the participant’s age in years. Con-
firmed cases is the number of confirmed cases of coronavirus infected persons per capita*100 in
the state of the participant on March 26th. Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, **

p < 0.05, #** p < 0.01.
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Table S22: Effect of COVID-19 reminder, hypothesis 3

Redistribution Health care Index of std. outcomes
(1) ) 3) 4) 5) (6)
COVID-19 0.012 0.011 -0.010 -0.000 -0.005 0.013
reminder (0.017) (0.018) (0.011) (0.011) (0.039) (0.037)
Republican -0.717** -0.483*** -1.923**
(0.020) (0.012) 0.041)
High inc. -0.069*** -0.025** -0.140***
(0.020) (0.012) (0.042)
High educ. -0.028 0.018 0.001
(0.019) 0.011) 0.041)
Female 0.002 0.008 0.020
(0.018) 0.011) (0.038)
Age -0.005%** -0.003*** -0.012**=
(0.001) (0.000) (0.001)
Confirmed cases 0.577* 0.263* 1.288***
(0.234) (0.143) (0.495)
Child 0.069*** 0.016 0.123**
(0.022) (0.014) (0.048)
Living alone 0.011 -0.012 -0.011
(0.023) (0.014) (0.048)
Urban 0.039* 0.053*** 0.160***
(0.021) (0.013) (0.044)
Northeast 0.016 0.020 0.061
(0.032) (0.019) (0.068)
Midwest -0.019 -0.004 -0.033
(0.027) (0.016) (0.056)
South -0.026 -0.012 -0.059
(0.024) (0.014) (0.051)
Constant 2.346** 2.835** (0.619*** 0.895** -0.038 1.163***
(0.012) (0.040) (0.008) (0.025) (0.028) (0.084)
Observations 8116 7239 8116 7239 8116 7239
R? 0.000 0.234 0.000 0.276 0.000 0.330

Note: The table reports linear regressions of the effect of the COVID-19 reminder on Redis-
tribution, Health care and Index of std. outcomes with and without control variables. Redis-
tribution and Health care are non-standardized versions of the respective variables defined in
Appendix [A1] Index of std. outcomes is the combination of the standardized versions of Re-
distribution and Health care (standardized by the population weighted means and standard de-
viations). COVID-19 reminder and the control variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Age and
Confirmed cases are defined in Table[SZ1] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, **
p < 0.05, #** p < 0.01.
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Table S23: Effect of COVID-19 reminder, hypothesis 4

Solidarity Compassion  Index of std. outcomes
ey 2 3) 4) &) (6)
COVID-19 0.170*** 0.150* 0.030  0.036 0.107***  0.105***
reminder (0.052) (0.058) (0.019) (0.022) (0.033) (0.037)
Republican -0.672%* -0.263*** -0.588"**
(0.061) (0.023) (0.038)
High inc. 0.017 -0.014 -0.009
(0.065) (0.025) (0.042)
High educ. 0.194** -0.008 0.074*
(0.062) (0.024) (0.040)
Female 0.253** 0.167* 0.299**
(0.059) (0.023) (0.037)
Age -0.012%* 0.002%* -0.002**
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
Confirmed cases 0.177 0.242 0.351
(0.846) (0.314) (0.538)
Child -0.274* 0.021 -0.094**
(0.074) (0.029) (0.047)
Living alone -0.013 -0.083*** -0.100**
(0.082) (0.032) (0.051)
Urban 0.017 0.027 0.038
(0.071) (0.027) (0.044)
Northeast -0.014 0.043 0.043
(0.108) (0.042) (0.071)
Midwest 0.075 0.024 0.059
(0.086) (0.033) (0.054)
South -0.086 0.084** 0.058
(0.078) (0.030) (0.049)
Constant 3.475% 4137 4.024*** 3.888*** -0.057** 0.073
(0.036) (0.142) (0.014) (0.054) (0.023) (0.087)
Observations 8116 7239 8116 7239 8116 7239
R? 0.001 0.038 0.000 0.035 0.001 0.055

Note: The table reports linear regressions of the effect of the COVID-19 reminder on Solidarity,
Compassion and Index of std. outcomes with and without control variables. Solidarity and Com-
passion are non-standardized versions of the respective variables defined in Appendix[A.T] Index
of std. outcomes is the combination of the standardized versions of Solidarity and Compassion
(standardized by the population weighted means and standard deviations). COVID-19 reminder
and the control variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Age and Confirmed cases are defined in
Table[SZ1] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S24: Effect of COVID-19 reminder, hypothesis 5

Global first No borders Index of std. outcomes
(1) ) 3) 4) 5) (6)
COVID-19 -0.023 -0.012 -0.032 -0.026 -0.033 -0.024
reminder (0.053) (0.057) (0.030) (0.032) (0.035) (0.037)
Republican -1.232%* -0.975%* -1.244**
(0.058) (0.034) (0.038)
High inc. -0.030 -0.072** -0.066
(0.064) (0.036) 0.041)
High educ. 0.221*** -0.010 0.086**
(0.062) (0.035) (0.039)
Female -0.086 -0.162*** -0.157***
(0.058) (0.032) (0.037)
Age -0.025%** -0.007*** -0.016***
(0.002) (0.001) (0.001)
Confirmed cases 1.111 0.862* 1.108**
(0.820) (0.460) (0.519)
Child -0.155** 0.155%** 0.050
(0.074) (0.042) 0.047)
Living alone 0.159* 0.026 0.086*
(0.079) 0.041) (0.049)
Urban 0.024 0.070* 0.062
(0.068) (0.037) (0.043)
Northeast -0.106 -0.037 -0.072
(0.103) (0.058) (0.066)
Midwest -0.112 -0.105** -0.125**
(0.083) (0.048) (0.054)
South -0.091 -0.085* -0.102**
(0.078) (0.044) (0.050)
Constant 2.889*** 4 550** 2.673** 3.484** -0.039 1.262%*
(0.037) (0.144) (0.021) (0.076) (0.025) (0.088)
Observations 8116 7239 8116 7239 8116 7239
R? 0.000 0.114 0.000 0.159 0.000 0.205

Note: The table reports linear regressions of the effect of the COVID-19 reminder on Global
first, No borders and Index of std. outcomes with and without control variables. Global first is
Nationalism as defined in Appendix [A.T| with a flipped scale (non-standardized). No borders
is the non-standardized version of the respective variable defined in Appendix [A.I] Index of
std. outcomes is the combination of the standardized versions of Global first and No borders
(standardized by the population weighted means and standard deviations). COVID-19 reminder
and the control variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Age and Confirmed cases are defined in
Table[SZ1] Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S25: Heterogeneity, Luck unfair

Luck unfair
(1 (2) (3) 4) )

COVID-19 reminder -0.146** -0.046  -0.051 -0.074* -0.086***
(0.036) (0.036) (0.038) (0.043) (0.032)

Republican X 0.135*
COVID-19 reminder (0.059)
High inc. X -0.095*
COVID-19 reminder (0.057)
High educ. X -0.090
COVID-19 reminder (0.057)
Female X ) -0.038
COVID-19 reminder (0.057)
Retirement age X -0.038
COVID-19 reminder (0.070)
Republican -0.445** -0.378"* -0.380™* -0.379*** -0.379***
(0.043) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030)
High inc. -0.159** -0.110** -0.157** -0.157*** -0.157***
(0.031) (0.043) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)
High educ. 0.024 0.021 0.066 0.022 0.022
(0.031) (0.031) (0.042) (0.031) (0.031)
Female 0.081** 0.081*** 0.081** 0.099** 0.081***
(0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.041) (0.029)
Retirement age -0.158** -0.157** -0.158"* -0.159*** -0.140***
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.053)
Confirmed cases 0.441 0.452 0.456 0.459 0.454
(0.375) (0.375) (0.375) (0.375) (0.375)
Child 0.142%* 0.143** 0.143** 0.143** 0.142***
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)
Living alone 0.018 0.021 0.021 0.020 0.020
(0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038)
Urban 0.083**  0.084** 0.083** 0.083** 0.084"*
(0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034)
Northeast 0.107* 0.103* 0.104** 0.103* 0.104**
(0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051) (0.051)
Midwest -0.047  -0.048 -0.049 -0.050 -0.049
(0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.043) (0.043)
South 0.053 0.054 0.053 0.052 0.052
(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)
Constant 3,792 37427 3 T4TR 3758 3,764

(0.054) (0.055) (0.055) (0.056) (0.054)

Linear combination -0.011 -0.141%** -0.141%* -0.112*** -0.125**
(Reminder + Interaction) (0.047) (0.044) (0.042) (0.038) (0.062)
Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051 0.051

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table[S21]by including interactions between
COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Luck unfair is the non-standardized version
of the respective variable defined in Appendix [A.1] COVID-19 reminder and the control
variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Confirmed cases is defined in Table [S21} Robust
standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S26: Heterogeneity, Luck belief

Luck belief
) (2) (3) “4) &)
COVID-19 reminder -0.034  -0.001 -0.038  0.046  -0.024
(0.040) (0.039) (0.040) (0.046) (0.035)
Republican x 0.058
COVID-19 reminder (0.062)
High inc. X -0.020
COVID-19 reminder (0.062)
High educ. X 0.058
COVID-19 reminder (0.062)
Female X ) -0.111*
COVID-19 reminder (0.062)
Retirement age X 0.072
COVID-19 reminder (0.072)
Republican -0.259% -0.230*** -0.229*** -0.230*** -0.229***
(0.045) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)
High inc. 0.022  0.032  0.023 0.022  0.022
(0.034) (0.046) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034)
High educ. 0.130** 0.129*** 0.101** 0.130"** 0.130***
(0.033) (0.033) (0.046) (0.033) (0.033)
Female -0.259% -0.259*** -0.259*** -0.204*** -0,259***
(0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.044) (0.031)

Retirement age

-0.119"* -0.119*** -0.120"** -0.120*** -0.155"**

(0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.054)
Confirmed cases 0.030 0.036 0.036 0.049 0.037
(0.423) (0.423) (0.423) (0.422) (0.423)
Child 0.027 0.027 0.027 0.029 0.028
(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039)
Living alone 0.066 0.067 0.066 0.066 0.066
(0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041)
Urban 0.069*  0.069* 0.069* 0.068* 0.069*
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036)
Northeast 0.141* 0.139* 0.139** 0.137** 0.139**
(0.056) (0.056) (0.056) (0.056) (0.056)
Midwest -0.019 -0.019 -0.020 -0.021 -0.021
(0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045) (0.045)
South -0.064 -0.064 -0.065 -0.065 -0.065
(0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042)
Constant 2.993%* 2 Q77 2 .995% 2 Q55%** 2 Q8R*H*
(0.059) (0.059) (0.058) (0.060) (0.058)
Linear combination 0.024  -0.021 0.020 -0.066  0.048
(Reminder + Interaction) (0.047) (0.047) (0.047) (0.041) (0.063)
Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.034

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table[S21]by including interactions between

COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Luck belief is the non-standardized version
of the respective variable defined in Appendix [A.1] COVID-19 reminder and the control
variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Confirmed cases is defined in Table [S21} Robust
standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S27: Heterogeneity, Redistribution

Redistribution
(1) (2) 3) 4) (5)
COVID-19 reminder -0.024  0.032 0.011 0.011 0.001
(0.020) (0.022) (0.023) (0.026) (0.019)
Republican X 0.090**
COVID-19 reminder (0.038)
High inc. X -0.042
COVID-19 reminder (0.035)
High educ. X 0.000
COVID-19 reminder (0.035)
Female X -0.000
COVID-19 reminder (0.035)
Retirement age X 0.059
COVID-19 reminder (0.046)
Republican -0.774* -0.729** -0.729*** -0.729*** -0.729***
(0.027) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)
High inc. -0.083** -0.061"* -0.082*** -0.082*** -0.082***
(0.020) (0.026) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)
High educ. -0.031 -0.032* -0.032 -0.032* -0.032*
(0.019) (0.019) (0.026) (0.019) (0.019)
Female -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004 -0.004
(0.018) (0.018) (0.018) (0.025) (0.018)
Retirement age -0.166** -0.166™** -0.167*** -0.167*** -0.195***
(0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.032)
Confirmed cases 0.560* 0.568* 0.569** 0.569** 0.570**
(0.231) (0.232) (0.232) (0.232) (0.232)
Child 0.082*** 0.083** 0.083*** (0.083*** (0.083***
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)
Living alone 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.002
(0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023)
Urban 0.049**  0.050** 0.050** 0.050** 0.049**
(0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021) (0.021)
Northeast 0.016 0.013 0.013 0.013 0.013
(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)
Midwest -0.026  -0.026 -0.027 -0.027 -0.028
(0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027)
South -0.029  -0.029 -0.030 -0.030 -0.030
(0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024)
Constant 2.676% 2.648* 2.659"* 2.659"* 2.664***
(0.032) (0.033) (0.033) (0.033) (0.032)
Linear combination 0.066** -0.010 0.011 0.011 0.059
(Reminder + Interaction) (0.032) (0.028) (0.027) (0.023) (0.042)
Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.233 0.232 0.232 0.232 0.232

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table[S22]by including interactions between
COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Redistribution is the non-standardized version
of the respective variable defined in Appendix [A.1] COVID-19 reminder and the control
variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Confirmed cases is defined in Table [S21} Robust
standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S28: Heterogeneity, Health care

Health care

(D) (2) (3) (4) (5)
COVID-19 reminder -0.000 -0.002 0.008 -0.007 -0.006
(0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.016) (0.012)
Republican X -0.001
COVID-19 reminder (0.022)
High inc. X 0.003
COVID-19 reminder (0.021)
High educ. X -0.017
COVID-19 reminder (0.021)
Female x 0.014
COVID-19 reminder (0.021)
Retirement age X 0.028
COVID-19 reminder (0.025)
Republican -0.491%* -0.491"* -0.491*** -0.491*** -0.491***
(0.016) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)
High inc. -0.033** -0.034** -0.033*** -0.033*** -0.033***
(0.012) (0.016) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012)
High educ. 0.015 0.015 0.024 0.015 0.015
(0.011) (0.011) (0.016) (0.011) (0.011)
Female 0.004 0.004 0.004  -0.002  0.004
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.015) (0.011)
Retirement age -0.091** -0.091*** -0.091*** -0.091*** -0.104***
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.018)
Confirmed cases 0.259*  0.259* 0.259* 0.257* 0.259*
(0.143) (0.143) (0.143) (0.143) (0.143)
Child 0.027* 0.027* 0.027* 0.027* 0.027**
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014)
Living alone -0.018 -0.018 -0.018 -0.018 -0.018
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014)
Urban 0.060*** 0.060*** 0.060*** 0.060*** 0.060***
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013)
Northeast 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018 0.018
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019)
Midwest -0.009 -0.009 -0.009 -0.009 -0.009
(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016)
South -0.014 -0.014 -0.014 -0.014 -0.014
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014)
Constant 0.783** 0.784** 0.779** 0.786™* 0.786***
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.021) (0.020)
Linear combination -0.001  0.001 -0.010 0.006 0.023
(Reminder + Interaction) (0.018) (0.016) (0.016) (0.014) (0.022)
Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.272 0.272 0.273 0.272 0.273

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table[S22]by including interactions between
COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Health care is the non-standardized version
of the respective variable defined in Appendix [A.1] COVID-19 reminder and the control
variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Confirmed cases is defined in Table [S21} Robust
standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S29: Heterogeneity, Solidarity

Solidarity
(D) (2) (3) (4) (5)
COVID-19 reminder 0.122 0.086 0.214** 0.149* 0.111*
(0.077) (0.080) (0.081) (0.086) (0.066)
Republican x 0.070
COVID-19 reminder (0.118)
High inc. X 0.129
COVID-19 reminder 0.117)
High educ. % -0.137
COVID-19 reminder (0.117)
Female x 0.002
COVID-19 reminder 0.117)
Retirement age X 0.220
COVID-19 reminder (0.142)
Republican -0.748** -0.714** -0.715** -0.713*** -0.712***
(0.083) (0.060) (0.060) (0.060) (0.060)
High inc. -0.020 -0.083 -0.019 -0.019 -0.021
(0.065) (0.086) (0.065) (0.065) (0.065)
High educ. 0.184** 0.184** 0.250*** 0.183*** (.184***
(0.062) (0.062) (0.084) (0.062) (0.062)
Female 0.238** 0.238** 0.238** 0.237** (0.239***
(0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.082) (0.059)
Retirement age -0.266"* -0.268*** -0.266*** -0.267*** -0.375***
(0.075) (0.074) (0.075) (0.075) (0.100)
Confirmed cases 0.156 0.167 0.165 0.163 0.165
(0.848) (0.847) (0.847) (0.848) (0.848)
Child -0.207** -0.207** -0.206*** -0.207*** -0.205***
(0.073) (0.073) (0.073) (0.073) (0.073)
Living alone -0.042  -0.043 -0.041 -0.042 -0.041
(0.082) (0.082) (0.082) (0.082) (0.082)
Urban 0.049 0.049 0.048 0.049 0.049
(0.071) (0.071) (0.071) (0.071) (0.071)
Northeast -0.019 -0.020 -0.019 -0.021 -0.022
(0.108) (0.108) (0.108) (0.108) (0.108)
Midwest 0.054 0.051 0.054 0.053 0.051
(0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086) (0.086)
South -0.092  -0.095 -0.092 -0.093 -0.094
(0.078) (0.078) (0.078) (0.078) (0.078)
Constant 3.657%* 3.679"* 3.613"* 3.645"* 3.664***
(0.112) (0.114) (0.112) (0.113) (0.111)
Linear combination 0.192* 0.215** 0.077  0.151* 0.331**
(Reminder + Interaction) (0.090) (0.086) (0.084) (0.080) (0.126)
Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.034 0.034

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table[S23|by including interactions between

COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Solidarity is the non-standardized version
of the respective variable defined in Appendix [A.1] COVID-19 reminder and the control
variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Confirmed cases is defined in Table [S21} Robust
standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S30: Heterogeneity, Compassion

Compassion
(D) (2) (3) (4) (5)
COVID-19 reminder 0.019 0.007 0.041 0.031 0.006
(0.029) (0.030) (0.031) (0.034) (0.025)
Republican x 0.042
COVID-19 reminder (0.046)
High inc. X 0.059
COVID-19 reminder (0.045)
High educ. X -0.011
COVID-19 reminder (0.045)
Female x 0.010
COVID-19 reminder (0.045)
Retirement age X 0.169***
COVID-19 reminder (0.054)
Constant 4.006** 4.014™* 3.996* 4.001*** 4.014***
(0.042) (0.043) (0.042) (0.043) (0.042)
Republican -0.273*% -0.252* -0.252*** -0.252*** -0.251***
(0.032) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023)
High inc. -0.007  -0.036 -0.006 -0.006 -0.008
(0.025) (0.033) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)
High educ. -0.005 -0.006 -0.001 -0.006 -0.005
(0.024) (0.024) (0.033) (0.024) (0.024)
Female 0.170** 0.170** 0.170** 0.165** 0.171***
(0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.031) (0.023)
Retirement age 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.004 -0.079*
(0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.040)
Confirmed cases 0.238 0.245 0.243 0.242 0.245
(0.314) (0.314) (0.314) (0.314) (0.314)
Child -0.002  -0.003 -0.002 -0.002 -0.001
(0.028) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029) (0.029)
Living alone -0.077* -0.077** -0.076** -0.076** -0.076**
(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)
Urban 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.019 0.018
(0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027)
Northeast 0.045 0.044 0.044 0.044 0.043
(0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042)
Midwest 0.029 0.027 0.028 0.028 0.026
(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)
South 0.085** 0.083** 0.085** 0.085** (0.083***
(0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030) (0.030)
Linear combination 0.062*  0.066*  0.030 0.041 0.175%*
(Reminder + Interaction) (0.035) (0.034) (0.033) (0.030) (0.047)
Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.033 0.034

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table[S23|by including interactions between
COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Compassion is the non-standardized version
of the respective variable defined in Appendix [A.1] COVID-19 reminder and the control
variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Confirmed cases is defined in Table [S21} Robust
standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S31: Heterogeneity, Global first

Global first
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
COVID-19 reminder -0.072  0.004 0.049 0.003  -0.053
(0.080) (0.080) (0.081) (0.087) (0.066)
Republican x 0.151
COVID-19 reminder (0.114)
High inc. X -0.035
COVID-19 reminder (0.116)
High educ. X -0.133
COVID-19 reminder (0.116)
Female X -0.032
COVID-19 reminder 0.117)
Retirement age X 0.225*
COVID-19 reminder (0.133)
Republican -1.396** -1.321™ -1.323** -1.321*** -1.320***
(0.080) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058)
High inc. -0.109* -0.089 -0.107* -0.107* -0.109*
(0.065) (0.086) (0.065) (0.065) (0.065)
High educ. 0.200** 0.197** 0.263** 0.198** 0.199***
(0.063) (0.063) (0.084) (0.063) (0.063)
Female -0.118* -0.118* -0.118** -0.103 -0.117*
(0.059) (0.059) (0.059) (0.081) (0.059)
Retirement age -0.498*** -0.498** -0.499"** -0.499*** -0.610***
(0.070) (0.070) (0.070) (0.070) (0.094)
Confirmed cases 1.068 1.082 1.085 1.087 1.086
(0.826) (0.827) (0.826) (0.826) (0.826)
Child -0.001  -0.001 -0.000 -0.000 0.001
(0.073) (0.073) (0.073) (0.073) (0.073)
Living alone 0.096 0.098 0.098 0.098 0.098
(0.080) (0.080) (0.080) (0.080) (0.080)
Urban 0.093 0.094 0.093 0.093 0.093
(0.069) (0.069) (0.069) (0.069) (0.069)
Northeast -0.116  -0.121 -0.119 -0.121 -0.122
(0.103) (0.103) (0.103) (0.103) (0.103)
Midwest -0.156*  -0.157* -0.157* -0.158* -0.160*
(0.085) (0.084) (0.085) (0.084) (0.084)
South -0.103  -0.104 -0.103 -0.105 -0.106
(0.079) (0.079) (0.079) (0.079) (0.079)
Constant 3.527%%* 3.490™* 3.469"* 3.492** 3520
(0.113) (0.114) (0.114) (0.114) (0.111)
Linear combination 0.078 -0.031 -0.084 -0.029 0.172
(Reminder + Interaction) (0.081) (0.084) (0.083) (0.078) (0.116)
Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.093 0.093 0.093 0.093 0.093

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table [S24] by including interactions be-

tween COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. Global first is the flipped and non-
standardized version of Nationalism as defined in Appendix [A.T} COVID-19 reminder and
the control variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Confirmed cases is defined in Table[S21]
Robust standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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Table S32: Heterogeneity, No borders

No borders
(D) (2) (3) (4) (5)
COVID-19 reminder -0.053 -0.022 -0.039 -0.040 -0.070*
(0.042) (0.040) (0.043) (0.050) (0.037)
Republican x 0.069
COVID-19 reminder (0.065)
High inc. X -0.009
COVID-19 reminder (0.065)
High educ. X 0.028
COVID-19 reminder (0.065)
Female x 0.027
COVID-19 reminder (0.065)
Retirement age X 0.249**
COVID-19 reminder (0.075)
Republican -1.035** -1.001*** -1.000*** -1.001*** -0.999***
(0.046) (0.034) (0.034) (0.034) (0.033)
High inc. -0.096*** -0.091* -0.095*** -0.095*** -0.097***
(0.036) (0.047) (0.036) (0.036) (0.035)
High educ. -0.016 -0.017 -0.031 -0.017 -0.016
(0.035) (0.035) (0.047) (0.035) (0.035)
Female -0.172%* -0.172** -0.172** -0.186™** -0.171***
(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.045) (0.032)
Retirement age -0.179*** -0.180™* -0.180*** -0.180*** -0.302***
(0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.039) (0.054)
Confirmed cases 0.845* 0.852* 0.852* 0.849* 0.855*
(0.462) (0.462) (0.462) (0.462) (0.463)
Child 0.196** 0.196*** 0.196*** 0.196*** 0.198***
(0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.042)
Living alone 0.007 0.008 0.008 0.008 0.008
(0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041) (0.041)
Urban 0.090**  0.090** 0.090** 0.090** 0.090**
(0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037) (0.037)
Northeast -0.040 -0.042 -0.042 -0.041 -0.043
(0.058) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058)
Midwest -0.117* -0.118* -0.118* -0.118** -0.121**
(0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048) (0.048)
South -0.089** -0.089** -0.090** -0.089** -0.091**
(0.044) (0.044) (0.044) (0.044) (0.044)
Constant 3.183** 3,168 3.176™* 3.176™* 3.192***
(0.060) (0.061) (0.060) (0.062) (0.060)
Linear combination 0.016 -0.030 -0.011 -0.013 0.179***
(Reminder + Interaction) (0.050) (0.051) (0.049) (0.041) (0.065)
Observations 7239 7239 7239 7239 7239
R? 0.153 0.153 0.153 0.153 0.154

Note: The table extends the analysis reported in Table[S24]by including interactions between

COVID-19 reminder and the control variables. No borders is the non-standardized version
of the respective variable defined in Appendix [A.1] COVID-19 reminder and the control
variables are defined in Appendix [A.T] Confirmed cases is defined in Table [S21} Robust
standard errors in parentheses: * p < 0.10, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01.
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