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Abstract

When and why do wealthy individuals support redistribution? Under standard political economy models,
preferences for redistribution are a function of material conditions. The partisanship literature, on the
contrary, argues that partisan identification determines redistributive preferences. We move beyond this
dichotomy to argue that the ideology of the government enacting redistribution is a key factor explaining
support for redistribution among the wealthy. Through survey experiments during the 2022 Colombian
election, we find that the wealthy are more likely to support redistribution under a right-wing government
and expect redistribution under the Right to be more efficient and less economically disruptive. We find
heterogeneous treatment effects across ideological groups. However, regardless of ideology, the wealthy do
not expect macroeconomic instability from right-wing redistribution.
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1. Introduction

In Spring 2021, ProBogotd—a business organization including important private companies in
Colombia—publicly urged the right-wing government of Ivin Duque to pass more progressive
tax reform to raise social spending and alleviate the economic hardships faced by low-income
citizens during the COVID-19 pandemic (El Espectador, 2021). Similarly, the president of the
National Business Association of Colombia (ANDI)—the country’s most important private sector
association—recommended to the Duque government that the tax reform be designed to make the
wealthy pay more, without affecting other social classes (El Tiempo, 2021). However, a year later
these same representatives of business and high-income sectors were quick to oppose a progressive
tax reform under newly elected left-wing president Gustavo Petro. Surprisingly, Petro’s reform was
largely in line with what business organizations had advocated for a year before. What explains these
different postures in the face of similar policy proposals? When and why do the wealthy support
redistribution?

In this paper, we examine the effect of who is in power on the wealthy’s preferences for redis-
tribution. Two bodies of scholarship provide leads for answering this question. On the one hand,
canonical political economy models assume that individuals are self-interested and aim to maximize
their wealth (see Meltzer and Richard, 1981; Alesina and Rodrik, 1994): redistributive preferences are
a function of material self-interest and decrease with income. On the other hand, partisan-motivated
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reasoning theory suggests that partisanship is a crucial factor shaping preferences over redistribution
(Bartels, 2008; Bafumi and Shapiro, 2009), especially when increased taxation targets the affluent
(Ballard-Rosa et al., 2017). These effects have been detected even in weak partisan contexts (Samuels
and Zucco, 2014).

We lean on the literature that shows that the wealthy support redistribution under the Right
(Fairfield and Garay, 2017; Flores-Macias, 2022) to bridge the two bodies of scholarship.! Consistent
with a material self-interest explanation, we posit that, in contexts of high and increasing inequality,
the wealthy might be in favor of some form of controlled redistribution to avoid potentially bigger
losses in the future, such as more radical forms of redistribution. Drawing on the partisan effects
literature, we further argue that the wealthy expect redistribution to be controlled (i.e., less costly,
more reliable, and more predictable) when a right-wing government is in power, and they are thus
more likely to support redistribution under the Right than under the Left. We theorize three possible
considerations that might explain why the wealthy see redistribution under the Right as a more “con-
trolled” form of redistribution (vis-a-vis when the Left enacts it) and thus might motivate them to
support it: (1) uncertainty—i.e., the wealthy are less uncertain about the upper bound of redistribu-
tive policies when the Right is in power vis-a-vis the Left; (2) efficiency—i.e., the wealthy believe that
a right-wing government is more likely than a left-wing one to actually redistribute to the poor the
taxes collected from the rich; and (3) instability—i.e., the wealthy consider the Right less likely than
the Left to generate macroeconomic instability while implementing redistributive policies.

To test our theory, we conducted pre-registered online vignette survey experiments with wealthy
individuals in Colombia during the 2022 presidential election. This case study is an ideal setting to
test our argument for four reasons. First, inequality in Colombia has been increasing over the last
five years and it has been a central issue in the political debate since the 2021 protests.” Second, the
electoral campaign made the Left-Right cleavage more salient, which makes the ideological position-
ing of the prospective government a key consideration in respondents’ minds. Third, Colombia has a
socioeconomic stratification system that allows us to sample wealthy individuals. Fourth, Colombia
is an extremely low partisan identification context, which allows us to test the limits of the partisan
effects theory.

Results are consistent with our theory and undermine the material self-interest assumption of
seminal political economy models. We find that who is in power (i.e., the Right or the Left) affects
preferences for redistribution among the wealthy, even in low partisan identification contexts. In par-
ticular, we show that the affluent are more likely to support redistribution under the Right than the
Left. We find that expectations of efficiency and economic instability are higher and lower, respec-
tively, with a prospective right-wing government compared to a left-wing one. We find similar effects
for non-redistributive policies: wealthy individuals are more likely to support restrictive migration
policies and the expansion of the police force when these policies are proposed by a right-wing gov-
ernment. The ideologically diversified composition of our sample also allows us to test our argument
on the left-wing wealthy as well. We find heterogeneous treatment effects for preferences and expecta-
tions of efficiency across the Left-Right cleavage: respondents are much more likely to support policies
promoted by the candidate closer to their ideological position and expect him/her to be much more
efficient in redistributing to the poor the taxes collected from the rich. We find similar effects for
non-redistributive policies. Expectations of economic instability constitute an exception, as we find
that left-wing wealthy do not expect a right-wing government to create macroeconomic instability
when enacting redistribution.

"We use “Right” as a broad category encompassing various types of right-wing politicians (e.g., authoritarians or libertar-
ians) who adhere to democratic rules of electoral competition. For a discussion of the different cases of right-wing actors in
the region we study, see (Kestler, 2022).

*See: https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/18/world/americas/colombia-protests-what-to-know.html.
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While our findings are largely consistent with a standard party/leader cueing argument, what
distinguishes our work from previous cueing experimental studies on policy preferences (see, e.g.,
Samuels and Zucco 2014; Barber and Pope, 2019) is the fact that the redistributive policies we use in
our experiments are explicitly and directly financially costly for all of our respondents. Redistribution
(and particularly increasing taxation on the rich) is a policy area where partisan/leader-motivated
reasoning and protection of one’s own self-interest might clash in the minds of wealthy respon-
dents. Thus, our experimental design allows us to determine whether partisan/leader motivated
reasoning can lead respondents to accept bearing the cost of a policy promoted by their preferred
candidate, hence setting aside their immediate material self-interest. In a way, we are testing the
limits of party/leader cueing effects: will respondents be willing to support a policy that is costly
for them if their preferred candidate is the one enacting it? This is something that other cue-
ing studies cannot do, either because they simply do not include raising taxes on the rich as a
policy in their experimental items (Samuels and Zucco 2014) or because their sample includes
respondents from social strata that would not be financially harmed by a tax increase on the rich
(Barber and Pope, 2019).

This article makes two important contributions. First, it contributes to the literature on policy pref-
erences of wealthy individuals. We add to that body of scholarship by showing that affluent people
might support redistribution depending on the ideological orientation of the government in charge
of implementing it. In particular, we find that the wealthy tend to be more willing to go against their
immediate self-interest and support redistribution if the Right is enacting it. This article also pro-
vides evidence suggesting that the wealthy have no fixed policy preferences in the realm of taxation
and redistribution, which has a direct bearing on their immediate self-interest. Second, this article
joins a recent body of scholarship on taxation in Latin America that explores the political factors
behind different levels of taxation (Flores-Macias, 2019, 2022). As we show, political preferences and
expectations of efficiency and instability affect support for tax increases among the wealthy.

2. Preferences for redistribution in wealthy individuals

Despite the abundance of research examining the redistributive preferences of the general public,
there is a scarcity of empirical studies that focus on the preferences of affluent individuals. Limited
data availability and survey underreporting have prevented scholars from investigating the policy
preferences of this group. We consider the lack of studies on the policy preferences of the wealthy—
and particularly on redistribution—to be problematic for two main reasons. First, we know that policy
usually reflects the preferences of the wealthy (Gilens, 2012; Page et al., 2013; Persson and Sundell,
2024), yet we rarely know what these preferences are, given the dearth of studies sampling the rich
beyond the US. Second, we know that in the current historical context of great and increasing wealth
inequality (Piketty, 2014; Zucman, 2019; Hoftmann et al., 2020), the political clout of the wealthy
is only likely to grow, making it even more necessary to inquire into their preferences. In particular,
what behooves us is to discover under what conditions they are more likely to accept and even support
redistribution, given that their opposition is often enough to prevent the adoption of such policies
(Page and Seawright, 2023).

Two strands of literature provide insights into the redistributive preferences of the wealthy, gener-
ating opposite theoretical predictions. On the one hand, the class-based explanation grounded in the
political economy literature predicts that the wealthy oppose redistribution because it goes against
their material interests. On the other hand, the partisanship explanation predicts that individuals’
partisanship determines their policy preferences, with left-wing individuals supporting redistribu-
tion and right-wing individuals opposing it. The wealthy are interesting to study because it is the
group where the two perspectives might collide: do the wealthy reject redistribution no matter what
or does their partisanship play a role in shaping their preferences in such a sensitive policy area? In
this section, we review the two dominant explanations and present our theory as an alternative.
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2.1. Class-based explanation

The very common assumption in political economy models is that the wealthy oppose redistribution
because it negatively affects them materially (Boix, 2003; Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006). A recent
body of scholarship provides support for this assumption. Page et al. (2013) find that affluent respon-
dents prefer less regulation, fewer social welfare programs, and oppose government redistribution.
Using a larger sample of affluent Americans, Suhay et al. (2021) present descriptive information point-
ing in the same direction: the rich are more economically conservative than the have-nots. Lopez et al.
2022 focus on the Global South and conduct interviews with political and economic elites in Brazil,
South Africa, and Uruguay. They find that the wealthy oppose redistribution because they see the
poor as irrational and manipulable and redistribution toward them as a waste of money.

Although the abovementioned findings suggest that the wealthy prefer less redistribution, another
set of studies shows that the rich do not always oppose it. Dimick et al. (2016) show that increases
in inequality boost support for redistribution among the rich. Rueda and Stegmueller (2016) zoom
in on this association and demonstrate that high levels of inequality trigger fear of crime among
the rich, who then support redistribution to curb inequality. Berens and von Schiller (2017) find
that when trust in institutions increases, affluent people are more likely to favor progressive income
taxes. Despite these important findings, we still know relatively little about the effect of incumbents’
ideological orientation on support for redistribution among the rich. This paper seeks to fill this gap.

2.2. Partisanship explanation

The literature on partisan-motivated reasoning provides another promising lead to answer our ques-
tion. We know that the wealthy have heterogeneous partisanship preferences (Gilens, 2012; Gilens
and Thal, 2018; Broockman et al., 2019) and that partisanship can influence economic behavior
(McConnell et al., 2018) and individual preferences in many policy areas, including redistribution
(Bartels, 2008; Gilens, 2012). Scholarly work has shown that partisanship can even trump ideological
commitments to policy preferences (Barber and Pope, 2019). However, our knowledge of the effects
of partisanship on policy preferences is built mostly on insights from the United States, a context with
traditionally strong partisanship identification. Samuels and Zucco (2014) found partisan effects also
in the case of Brazil, a country with comparatively lower levels of partisan identification. What hap-
pens in the quite common case of even lower party identification, such as Colombia?’® This paper
seeks to answer this question as well.

2.3. Toward a theory of wealthy’s support for redistribution

The theory we put forward lies at the intersection between the two explanations just discussed. Our
goal is, indeed, to bridge them. First, we argue that class matters and that the material conditions of
the wealthy affect their calculations about whether to support redistribution. As the political economy
literature shows, self-interested calculation can lead the wealthy to support redistribution in order to
avoid potentially bigger losses. This logic applies to contexts of high and increasing inequality, where
the wealthy are more open to conceding to redistribution to avoid social unrest or the election of
radical governments less prone to protect their interests (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006).* We posit
that, to prevent these scenarios, the wealthy support controlled redistribution, i.e., redistribution with
well-established limits that they believe would not put individual and national economic stability at
risk.

? According to LAPOP 2018, 73.9% of Colombians do not identify with a party. This proportion was even higher in 2023,
arriving at 87.1%.

*We depart from the existing explanation that inequality increases fear of crime and therefore the wealthy support redistri-
bution (see Rueda and Stegmueller, 2016). As Altamirano et al. (2020) explain, this logic implies that states have the capacity
to reduce crime, which is not necessarily true in developing democracies.
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Second, we argue the wealthy hold different expectations about the material costs that they
will pay from redistribution depending on the ideological orientation of the government enacting
the redistributive process. These expectations constitute the wealthy’s conception of “controlled”
redistribution. We build on recent work by Flores-Macias (2022), who argues that government
ideology matters for the willingness of the wealthy to support redistribution. Right-wing gov-
ernments, he argues, enjoy greater credibility among economic elites, which contributes to over-
coming the usual mistrust between the affluent and the government and provides guarantees
that the interests of the wealthy will be protected during the redistributive process. Specifically,
we argue that the wealthy are more likely to support redistribution under the Right rather
than the Left because they see the former as a more reliable option to address socioeconomic
disparities.

Indeed, there are several examples of redistribution under the Right in Latin America. In
Colombia, right-wing president Alvaro Uribe (2002-2010) implemented a wealth tax in 2002 to
enlarge the military and increase the provision of social services. During his inaugural speech,
Uribe declared that the wealthiest and the businessmen would need to take on their shoulders
new tax responsibilities. In fact, the wealth tax was renewed in 2003, 2006, and 2009 and affected
7000 individuals and some corporations (Rodriguez-Franco, 2016). In Mexico, right-wing presi-
dents Vicente Fox (2000-2006) and Felipe Calderon (2006-2012) extended health care, income
support, and pension programs to the low-income population. Importantly, Calderén enacted tax
reform in 2007 targeting business elites. In Chile, former president Sebastian Pifiera (2010-2014
and 2018-2022) increased a corporate tax from 17% to 20% despite business’ opposition; it was
the largest tax increase in three decades (Fairfield and Garay, 2017). In Argentina, Mauricio
Macri (2015-2019) expanded the coverage of the conditional cash transfer program Asignacion
Universal por Hijo (Universal Family Allowance) to curb poverty increase (Niedzwiecki and
Pribble, 2017).

There are three reasons behind our argument. First, we claim that the rich are less uncertain about
the upper limit of the redistributive policy under the Right relative to the Left. Although some left-
wing governments have kept their redistributive promises, others have exceeded them and even
threatened property rights. As a consequence, the rich might be uncertain about the scope of the
redistributive policy once a left-wing politician is elected. Imagine that both the left- and right-wing
candidates make the campaign promise of increasing a progressive tax rate now standing at C by r
percentage points (PP), where C is the existing rate and r is the proposed raise. We posit the different
levels of support for the same policy proposal across candidates may be explained by the value the
wealthy assign to r under the right-wing government vis-a-vis the left-wing government. While the
wealthy expect r to be a positive number in both cases, they do not know how much higher r could
actually be under a left-wing government compared to a right-wing one. In other words, we expect
the wealthy to be less uncertain about the upper bound of a redistributive policy when advanced by
a right-wing politician vis-a-vis a left-wing one.

Second, as recent research suggests, the wealthy value government efficiency in delivering social
policies (Holland, 2018). At the same time, the Right is usually associated with efficiency given its
market-oriented approach to social policies (De La O, 2015). Therefore, we argue that the wealthy
are more likely to support redistribution under the Right because a right-wing government increases
expectations of state efficiency in delivering social policies.

Third, the rich value macroeconomic stability (Page et al., 2013) because a stable macroeconomic
environment allows them to grow their wealth without major risks. Given that the Right prioritizes
economic stability more than the Left (Sattler, 2013), we argue that the rich support redistribution
under the Right because its commitment to stability limits potential costs associated with redis-
tributive policies (e.g., inflation and increase in public debt). Specifically, we argue that the affluent
believe it is less likely that the Right put economic stability at risk when advancing redistributive
policies.
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On the basis of these three theoretical logics, we propose the following hypotheses:

H1 (Progressive taxation): Right-wing governments increase the wealthy’s support for raising
progressive taxes relative to left-wing governments.

H2 (Subsidies): Right-wing governments increase the wealthy’s support for social assistance
relative to left-wing governments.

H3 (Uncertainty): Right-wing governments decrease the wealthy’s level of uncertainty about
the upper bound of a capital tax relative to left-wing governments.

H4 (Efficiency): Right-wing governments increase the wealthy’s expectation of state efficiency
in delivering social policies relative to left-wing governments.

H5 (Instability): Right-wing governments decrease the wealthy’s expectation that social policies
will produce economic instability relative to left-wing governments.

3. Research design and data
3.1. Cross-country evidence

We start testing our theory using data from LAPOP 2018/9. We analyze whether differences in gov-
ernment ideology affect preferences for redistribution in Latin American countries.” This survey wave
asks respondents whether they agree or disagree that it is fine for the rich to pay a lot in taxes but
receive little in state services. As opposed to the common question about redistributive demand,® this
question highlights the redistributive dimension of taxation. Responses are measured on a scale from
“strongly disagree” (1) to “strongly agree” (7). We follow the standard practice and dichotomize the
question to indicate if a respondent strongly supports redistribution (6 or above) or does not. We
collect these data along with data on demographics and asset ownership. We use the latter to build
income deciles. In addition, we collect data from the Database of Political Institutions to classify
governments’ ideologies.

If our theory is correct, we should observe that the wealthy are more likely to support redistribu-
tion when there is a right-wing government in charge. While we cannot experimentally manipulate
the ideology of the government advancing the redistributive policy, we can compare preferences for
redistribution between individuals in countries governed by the Right vis-a-vis the Left while keeping
several confounding factors constant.

Results are consistent with our theory. Figure 1 shows that the rich (i.e., people in the 10th decile of
the income distribution) oppose redistribution under left-wing governments. However, their support
for redistribution under right-wing governments is positive and statistically significant. This differ-
ence in preference only applies to the wealthy, as we found no significant results for the other nine
deciles.

While consistent with our theory, results reported in Figure 1 do not identify causal relations,
as several confounding variables might affect the observed associations. The next section presents
an experimental design to identify the causal effect of the government’s ideological position on
preferences for redistribution.

3.2. Survey experiment

To test our hypotheses, we conducted online survey experiments with wealthy Colombians in April
2022, right before the presidential election. Colombia is a presidential republic, where the President
and Congress are elected in the same year, but elections are independent of each other, with legislative

*See online SI with list of countries.
®For example, the state must implement strong policies to reduce income inequality between the rich and poor. To what
extent do you agree or disagree with this statement?
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Support for Redistribution among the Wealthy in Latin America
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Figure 1. Support for redistribution among the wealthy in Latin America.

Note: This figure uses LAPOP 2018/9 data and shows the moderator effect of government ideology on the probability respondents from
14 Latin American countries across different income deciles support progressive redistribution. Government ideological positions are
extracted from the Database of Political Institutions. Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) models include control variables and country-fixed
effects. Standard errors are clustered at the municipal level. Confidence intervals: 95%. Regression reported in Table S18 in the online
supporting information.

elections happening before the presidential ones. By the time we conducted the survey, Congress had
been already elected, with no party reaching an absolute majority in either house. However, the left-
wing obtained the highest proportion of seats in recent history (17% in the Senate and 18% in the
House of Representatives).”

Colombia offers several advantages for the purpose of our study. First, inequality has been increas-
ing since 2016 (Solt, 2020), placing the country among the most unequal in Latin America—the most
unequal region in the world. Indeed, redistributive issues became a salient topic among Colombians
after the wave of social protests during the summer of 2021, which put inequality at the center of
the national agenda.® Second, presidential elections heightened the existing Left-Right cleavage in
Colombian politics. By the time we started fielding the surveys (April 11, five weeks before Election
Day), Gustavo Petro and Federico Gutiérrez, the left- and right-wing candidates, respectively, had the
highest vote intention, which made the Left-Right cleavage particularly salient.’ In addition, running
the study during a presidential campaign increased the validity of our experiment, as the issues we
asked about were at that moment very much present in the public debate and likely in the minds
of respondents, making the scenario we constructed in our vignettes particularly realistic. Third,
the Colombian government has a stratification system that allows straightforward identification of
wealthy individuals. The population is divided into six socioeconomic strata (SEL) based on house-
hold features and real estate value: 1 is the lowest and 6 is the highest. Affluent people live in SEL 5
and 6 and correspond to 2% of the Colombian population. SEL determine service prices and access
to utility subsidies; people living in SEL 1 pay lower utilities than those in SEL 6. While households
with low SEL have poor infrastructure and high levels of poverty, households with high SEL are usu-
ally in gated communities and enjoy private services. Fourth, Colombia is a country where partisan
identification is currently extremely low, much lower than in other contexts where partisan effects

7Of note is that our theory does not consider possible moderator effects of the composition of Congress. Yet, given the
context we study, we lack reasons to expect the composition of Congress to negatively affect the credibility of the redistributive
policies. If anything, given the increased strength of the left, the results of the legislative elections made the implementation
of redistributive policies under the prospective president (whatever their ideological stance) a more credible possibility for
respondents.

*https://www.nytimes.com/2021/05/18/world/americas/colombia-protests-what-to-know.html.

*https://datastudio.google.com/u/0/reporting/917ffaef-bc74-4796-a4b0-aab3f9d89a2d/page/08CxB.
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have been tested.'® This particular feature of the Colombian case allows us to test for partisan effects
in the least likely scenario.

Affluent people are, by definition, a small population. They are also hard to reach in face-to-face
surveys because many live in gated condominiums. To overcome these difficulties, we used NetQuest
opt-in online panel to survey wealthy Colombians. NetQuest recruits panelists through online ads
posted on websites like Facebook. Panelists participation in surveys is paid and no panelist can take
more than three surveys per month. To recruit wealthy respondents, we leaned on the stratifica-
tion system explained above and sampled respondents who reported living in SEL 5 or 6. Although
the survey firm had respondents’ SEL beforehand, we included a screening question to control the
authenticity of the sample. Of note is that there was no incentive to report living in SEL 5 or 6. In order
to have enough statistical power, we did not employ quotas but invited all panelists in SEL 5 or 6 to
take the survey. Given the short length of the survey (an average completion time of six minutes), we
only employed one attention check. We collected 799 quality responses between April 11 and 22. Our
survey seems to have successfully captured affluent respondents. Descriptive statistics indicate that
56.5% respondents have at least a university degree, 75% respondents are business owners, formal
salaried employees, or self-employed, and the modal respondent is 55 years old or older (see Figure
S1 in the online SI).

We employ data from a recent nationally representative survey to check how our sample compares
to the population in SEL 5 or 6. Specifically, we use data from the 2021 Political Culture Survey (ECP)
by the National Administrative Department of Statistics (DANE, 2021). Figure S3 shows that our
respondents are similar to the broad upper-class population in terms of gender (p > 0.55), modal
age (p > 0.64), and marital status (p > 0.07). However, our sample is more educated (p < 0.01)
and less catholic (p < 0.01). Importantly, the ECP measures self-reported ideology using a 10-point
scale, where 1 represents left-wing and 10 represents right-wing. We recode the ECP ideology variable
to compare it with the 5-point scale ideology variable used in our survey. Specifically, for the ECP
variable, we collapse pairs of subsequent values into a single value (e.g., values 1 and 2 are coded as 1).
In the ECP, as in our sample, we classify respondents with ideological scores of 4 or 5 as right-wing."!
As Figure S3 illustrates, our sample is more right-leaning (p < 0.01).

The literature shows that education correlates negatively with support for redistribution; peo-
ple invest in education with prospects of upward mobility, thus becoming averse to redistribution
(Alesina and Giuliano, 2011). Scheve et al. (2006) argue that religion works as a substitute mecha-
nism of insurance, and as a result, religiosity is negatively correlated with support for redistribution.
However, the authors find no significant association between Catholicism and redistributive pref-
erences. Also, it is well known that political ideology is associated with redistributive preferences,
with right-leaning people having less progressive ones (Ballard-Rosa et al., 2017). Provided the
evidence about the effect of these three variables on support for redistribution, our sample might
tend to prefer more redistribution than the general population. However, we show that our results
are virtually the same with covariate adjustment. Therefore, we believe our sample is a good
approximation of the affluent class in Colombia, and we lack reasons to think our respondents
are unique in ways that undermine our ability to draw conclusions about preferences in wealthy
individuals.

"“While in Colombia it stands at 12.9% (LAPOP, 2023), in the United States and Brazil, for instance, it stands at above 50%
(Gallup, 2022) and 23% (LAPOP, 2023), respectively.

""There might be concerns about what people understand by Left or Right when they self-place in the ideological spectrum.
Although we do not measure preferences for redistribution pretreatment, we have pretreatment metrics of political predispo-
sitions. The correlation between such predispositions and right-wing ideology attenuates validity concerns regarding what we
capture as right-wing. Specifically, right-wing ideology positively correlates with vote intention for the right-wing candidate
(r =0.6, p < 0.001) and trust in the military (r = 0.4, p < 0.001), and negatively correlates with vote intention for the left-wing
candidate (r = -0.5, p < 0.001).
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3.3. Experimental design

In the survey experiment, we asked respondents about their level of support for two different redis-
tributive policies, randomly assigning the candidate proposing each one. Then, we tested three
possible reasons behind respondents’ preferences. We used vignettes where we clearly indicated who
stood to lose or gain from the proposed policies. The information we used in the vignettes was real-
istic, as we confirmed in a pilot survey where we checked how credible the policy proposals were.
We also provided essential information about policy content to correct for potential misperceptions
or lack of knowledge among respondents. The policies we asked about, such as fiscal reform, were
salient in the existing context.

The first policy proposed to increase taxes on the rich and thus focused on the “taking from the
rich” side of redistribution. The second policy proposed to subsidize the utility spending of low-
income strata and thus focused on the “giving to the poor” side of redistribution. We randomized
the candidate proposing each policy and measured respondents’ level of support on a scale from 1
to 5, where 1 indicated strong disagreement and 5 indicated strong agreement. The control group
read the policy as advanced by the left-wing candidate (TO = Gustavo Petro), and the treatment
group read the same policy but advanced by the right-wing candidate (T1 = Federico Gutiérrez). The
wording of the vignettes implied temporality: the implementation of a policy occurs after the election
of the candidate. With this wording, we aimed to alleviate concerns about reverse causality (e.g.,
respondents support an existing policy, and therefore they prefer a candidate). Since both candidates
were widely known and clearly linked to specific ideologies, the expectation was that their names
would make a strong treatment. Our outcome variables are Progressive Taxation and Subsidies.'* The
value 1 of these variables indicates that respondents either “somewhat agree” or “totally agree” with
the policy, and 0 indicates otherwise.

Progressive Taxation: In Colombia, income tax is progressive: people with higher incomes pay
more taxes. For example, a person earning 2.5 million per month pays an income tax of 10%,
while a person earning 15 million per month pays an income tax of 24.5%. To what extent do
you agree or disagree with the income tax for this second group going from 24.5 to 29.5 under a
[TO/T1] government, i.e., that those earning 15 million would go from paying 3.7 to 4.4 million
in taxes?

Subsidies: To what extent do you agree or disagree with implementing a tax for people living in
strata 5 and 6 to subsidize 10% of the utility spending of people living in strata 1 and 2 under a
government of [T0/T1]?

To explore the reasons behind the level of support for redistribution we measured respondents’
expectations around specific redistributive policies. To test for our ‘uncertainty’ hypothesis (H3), we
asked respondents about their level of uncertainty regarding the upper bound of a progressive wealth
tax. The tax rate proposed by the candidate was 13%, three PP higher than the existing wealth tax at
the time of the survey. Respondents used a slider to indicate whether they expected the actual tax
rate after the reform to be lower or higher than 13%. The range of the tax rate in the slider we utilized
to measure uncertainty went from 3% to 23%, so 10 PP lower and higher than the proposed new
tax rate. Again, we randomly varied the candidate proposing the tax adjustment. In the analysis, our
outcome variable Uncertainty is rescaled and takes on values from —10 to +10.

Uncertainty: Several candidates have considered implementing taxes to solve the State’s fiscal
deficit. One of the proposals is to increase the tax on income received by corporate shareholders.
Currently, this tax is 10%. Imagine that [T0/T1] proposes to increase this tax to 13%, if [T0/T1]

"“We acknowledge that taxation is different from redistribution and might be regressive. However, we argue that taxation is
a necessary condition for redistribution. Consistently, in the vignette, we prime respondents with the progressive dimension
of the income tax.
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is elected president, do you expect him to implement exactly the tax he proposes, or do you expect
the tax implemented to be lower or higher than the one proposed?

To test H4 and H5, we asked respondents two separate questions about the expected efficiency
in delivering social policies and the impact of such policies on macroeconomic stability. Specifically,
we asked respondents how likely it was that the money to help the poor would actually be spent on
the poor under the (Left or Right) candidate and how likely it was that the social policies of the (Left
or Right) government would put Colombia’s economic stability at risk. In both questions, response
options ranged from “not at all likely” (1) to “very likely” (3). The outcome variables Efficiency and
Instability are dichotomized measures, where 1 indicates that respondents consider the outcome to
be very likely, and 0 indicates otherwise.

Efficiency: How likely do you think it is that the money to help the poor will actually be spent on
the poor under [T0/T1]’s government?

Instability: How likely do you think it is that the social policies of [T0/T1]’s government will put
Colombia’s economic stability at risk?

Before collecting the experimental evidence, we measured a set of pretreatment variables to con-
trol for potential sources of varied preferences: demographics, exposure to crime, guerrilla-threat
perception, perception of social resentment, intention to migrate, trust in institutions, ideological
self-placement, and vote intention.

To identify our treatment effects, we estimate the following OLS model:

yi = o+ BD; + M X, + €, (1

where y; is the given outcome, D; is the treatment variable (0 for the left-wing candidate, 1 for the
right-wing candidate), and X; is the vector of pre-treatment variables.'?

4. Results

Overall, we find that who is in power affects the redistributive preferences of the wealthy. We begin by
reporting results for H1 and H2. Figure 2 shows the difference between the probability of supporting
redistributive policies advanced by the right-wing candidate (T1 = Federico Gutiérrez) and the prob-
ability of supporting the same policies but advanced by the left-wing candidate (T0 = Gustavo Petro).
Consistent with H1, we find wealthy respondents are 9.4 pp significantly more likely to support an
increase in a progressive tax rate if proposed by the right-wing candidate (8 = 0.489, SE = 0.026) rela-
tive to the left-wing candidate (f = 0.395, SE = 0.025). We also find the hypothesized treatment effect
with subsidies (H2): respondents are 4.2 pp more likely to support a tax on them to subsidize utility
spending in low-income households (T0: f = 0.196, SE = 0.02; T1: f = 0.239, SE = 0.022). However,
this result does not reach statistical significance. Importantly, results hold even when we control for
respondents’ ideology'* and vote intention. In the SI, we show that results have the hypothesized
direction and reach statistical significance also when we use the 5-point scale dependent variables
(Figure S4).

In the pre-analysis plan, we considered clustering standard errors at the city level. However, the number of cities in the
final sample is below 20. As Angrist and Pischke 2008 demonstrate, a small number of clusters (i.e., fewer than 42) leads to
biased standard errors. Therefore, we use robust standard errors without clustering.

"We measure ideological position using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (left-wing) to 5 (right-wing). Respondents above the
average ideological score of the sample were coded as 1, while those below the average were coded as 0. Respondents who did
not self-identify with a particular ideology were removed from the analyses, thus affecting the size of the confidence intervals
in the results with covariate adjustment.
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Redistributive Preferences - Study 1

Progressive Taxation Subsidies
Covariates
:‘e 4 L & ®: —e- Yes
~=~ No
000 005 010 015 000 005 010 0.5

Change in Pr(Support)

Figure 2. Preferences for redistribution in wealthy colombians—study 1.

Note: This figure shows the estimated change in the probability respondents support redistributive policies proposed by the right-wing
(T1) vs left-wing (T0). OLS models with robust standard errors. Confidence intervals: 95%. Regressions reported in Tables S3 and S4 in the
online SI.

Table 1. Testing theoretical explanations—study 1

Uncertainty Efficiency Instability
1 2 3 4 5 6
Base category -1.143*** 1.872 0.164*** -0.113 0.518*** 0.126
(TO = Left-wing candidate)
(0.271) (1.610) (0.019) (0.136) (0.026) (0.153)
T1 = Right-wing candidate -0.649* -0.607 0.169*** 0.175*** -0.259*** -0.286***
(0.365) (0.412) (0.031) (0.035) (0.034) (0.038)
Covariate adjustment No Yes No Yes No Yes
Num. obs. 723 565 764 606 746 594
RMSE 4.939 4.732 0.424 0.428 0.470 0.461

Significance levels: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1. OLS models with robust standard errors.

Why are the rich more likely to support redistribution under the Right? When we analyze the
logic behind the different levels of support for redistributive policies, we find two of the three the-
orized reasons at work. Table 1 shows that expectations of efficiency and instability explain support
for redistribution among the affluent under a prospective right-wing government. We also find the
hypothesized negative treatment effect on expectations of uncertainty. However, the coeflicients are
imprecisely estimated (p < 0.1)."” Specifically, consistent with H4, we find that respondents are 16.9
pp significantly more likely to expect social policies to be actually spent on the poor under a right-
wing government, as the third column in Table 1 reports.'® In the fifth column of the same table, we
show that the wealthy are 25.9 pp less likely to expect that social policies under a right-wing govern-
ment will put the stability of the national economy at risk. This result is statistically significant and
confirms our theoretical expectation (H5). In the SI, we show that the results have the hypothesized
direction and are statistically significant also when we use the dependent variables in their point scale.

' Additional analyses reported in the SI suggest that treatment effects on Uncertainty are sensitive to different coding
schemes (see S7).

'®We argued that the expectation of efficiency relies on market-oriented approaches to policies. However, we note that such
expectations could stem from various considerations, including perceived corruption, competence, and politicians’ reputation
more generally. The reasons behind these different expectations of efficiency lie outside the scope of this paper and should be
the subject of further research. Regardless of what generates these different expectations, our argument still holds: The Right
and the Left have different effects on the wealthy’s expectations about how the budget for social policies will be spent.
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Redistributive Preferences - Study 2

Progressive Taxation Subsidies
Covariates
> * L - Yes
—— No
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Change in Pr(Support)

Figure 3. Preferences for redistribution in wealthy colombians—study 2.
Note: This figure shows the estimated change in the probability respondents support redistributive policies proposed by the right-wing
(T1) vs left-wing (T0). OLS models with robust standard errors. Confidence intervals: 95%. Regressions reported in Tables S5 and S6 in Sl.

4.1. Study 2

In the first round, no candidate reached 51% of votes. As opposed to what opinion polls suggested
when we fielded the survey, the right-wing candidate Gutiérrez was not among the two most-voted
candidates. Instead, the left-wing candidate Gustavo Petro advanced to the second round along with
businessman Rodolfo Hernandez, an independent candidate. Although unknown to the political
establishment, Hernandez, a former mayor of a small city in north-central Colombia, cultivated wide
popular support on social media running on an anti-establishment and anti-corruption platform.
After Gutiérrez did not make it to the run-off, the Right decided to support Hernandez, who promised
to manage the state as a private firm and create a parallel cabinet of business elites to advise the
president. His pledges placed him to the right of the left-wing candidate in the economic dimension.

We exploit the unexpected electoral outcome to do a follow-up survey. In the questionnaire, we
replaced the defeated right-wing candidate’s name with Rodolfo Hernandez. Then we fielded the
same survey between May 30 and June 7, 2022. We collected 833 responses.”” Given Herndndez’s
conservative position on redistributive policies, our theoretical expectations did not change.

Figure 3 shows that the results in our second study hold. Wealthy respondents are 8.9 pp sig-
nificantly more likely to support an increase in a progressive tax rate if proposed by the right-wing
candidate (T0: 3 =0.38, SE =0.024; T1: $ = 0.469, SE = 0.025). Support for subsidies has the expected
positive direction but does not reach statistical significance (T0: § = 0.181, SE = 0.019; T1: § =
0.229, SE = 0.021). Yet, the effects are significant and follow the expected direction when we use the
dependent variables in their original point scales rather than their binary versions, as shown in the SI
(Figure S5).

Table 2 indicates that the reasons to support redistribution also move in the same theorized direc-
tion: expectations of efficiency increase and expectations of an unstable economy decrease under the
right-wing candidate. Although the level of uncertainty is in the expected negative direction, it is not
statistically significant.

4.2. Heterogeneous treatment effects

Conventional wisdom assumes that the wealthy are predominantly right-wing. However, in
Colombia, we observe a sizeable proportion of left-wing wealthy (see Figure 4). This feature of our
sample allows us to test our argument among the left-wing affluent as well. Specifically, we conduct

We did not pre-register the second survey because we measured identical outcomes on the same sample and tested the
same hypotheses.
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Table 2. Testing theoretical explanations—study 2

Uncertainty Efficiency Instability
1 2 3 4 5 6

Base category -1.121*** 2.306* 0.193*** 0.277* 0.568*** 0.465***
(TO = Left-wing candidate)

(0.239) (1.327) (0.020) (0.151) (0.026) (0.151)
T1 = Right-wing candidate -0.320 -0.246 0.179*** 0.171*** -0.337*** -0.346™**

(0.316) (0.341) (0.031) (0.036) (0.033) (0.037)
Covariate adjustment No Yes No Yes No Yes
Num. obs. 832 643 804 638 798 634
RMSE 4.560 4.264 0.444 0.448 0.458 0.455

Significance levels: ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1. OLS models with robust standard errors.

Ideological Distribution of Respondents (Excluding Centrists)

Study 1 Study 2
0.8 4

06-
0.4 4
0.0- ’

] L) '
Left Right Left Right

Figure 4. |deological distribution of respondents.
Note: This figure shows the proportion of left- and right-wing respondents, defined as those who are below or above the median in the
5-point ideological scale, respectively.

heterogeneous treatment effect analyses to examine how government ideology aftects preferences and
expectations across left- and right-wing ideological groups.'®

To conduct heterogeneous effects analyses, we use respondents’ self-ideological placement and
classify respondents as left-wing if they are below the median value of the ideological scale and right-
wing if they are above, thus excluding respondents who self-place in the center."” Figure 5 shows that
the effect of right-wing government ideology varies across ideological subgroups: it increases support
for redistributive policies among the right-wing wealthy and decreases it among the left-wing wealthy.

We turn to our theorized mechanisms to further explore these heterogeneous treatment effects.
Figure 6 shows that a right-wing government leads to contrasting expectations regarding the efhi-
ciency of social policies across ideological subgroups.”’ However, it does not trigger expectations of
macroeconomic instability among the left-wing wealthy (Figure 6). Results are similar when we use
vote intention rather than ideological self-placement to classify respondents, as we report in Tables
S13 and S14 in the online SI.

4.3. Non-redistributive policies

Does the ideology of the prospective government have an effect on the wealthy’s preferences in other
policy areas as well? Results from two pre-registered hypotheses suggest that this theory may even
apply to non-redistributive policies. Specifically, we tested whether who is in power (i.e., the Left
or Right) affects support for increasing police force in urban areas and implementing a restrictive

"®We did not pre-register the analyses reported in this section as we did not expect to have a considerable number of left-wing
respondents.

“In Section $5.3, we report results using diverse coding schemes for ideological self-placement. The findings remain
consistent across different criteria.

**In Table S11, we report results on uncertainty, which are statistically insignificant.
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Study 1
Progressive Taxation Subsidies
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Study 2
Progressive Taxation Subsidies
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Figure 5. Heterogeneous treatment effects (preferences).

Note: This figure shows the estimated change in the probability respondents support redistributive policies proposed by the right-wing
(T1) vs left-wing (T0) by ideology. Respondents self-identified as centrists are excluded from this analysis. OLS models with robust standard
errors and without covariate adjustment. Confidence intervals: 95%. Regressions estimating differences in means are reported in Tables
S11and S12in the online SI.

Study 1
Efficiency Instability
1 1
1 —— —— 1
1 1
1 1
Study 2
Efficiency Instability
] ]
1 —— —— 1
1 I
T T ! T T T T ! T T
-1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0 -1.0 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0

Change in Pr(Expectation)
Respondents' Ideology —+ L -e- R

Figure 6. Heterogeneous treatment effects (expectations).

Note: This figure shows the estimated change in the probability respondents expect efficiency/instability under the right-wing (T1) vs left-
wing (T0) by ideology. Respondents self-identified as centrists are excluded from this analysis. OLS models with robust standard errors
and without covariate adjustment. Confidence intervals: 95%. Regressions estimating differences in means are reported in Tables S11 and
S12in the online SI.

migration policy. As we explained in the SI (Section S7), we were agnostic about the effect of who
is in power on non-redistributive policies and expected null effects. However, we found that the
right-wing treatment increases the wealthy’s support for these policies (Figure S13). We also find het-
erogeneous treatment effects in line with the ones we uncover in the redistributive policies (Figure
S14). These results contradict the assumption that the effect of who is in power is limited to redis-
tributive policies and they might indicate that our theorized expectations operate in other domains.
Future research can examine the mechanisms behind the wealthy’s support for non-redistributive
policies.
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5. Alternative explanations

We address three possible alternative explanations for our results. First, the fact that the left-
wing candidate is a polarizing figure and could be driving the effect of our treatments. Second,
the argument that the truncated nature of welfare states diminishes expectations of redistribution
(Holland, 2018). Third, the possibility that respondents consider the redistributive proposals cheap
talk. A full discussion of the three explanations is in the SI (Section S5.1).

6. Conclusion

Research on wealthy individuals has become more relevant in a period of rising economic inequality
and redistributive pressures on governments. We know that the rich have outsized political influence,
but we know little about their attitudes toward redistribution, especially in Latin America. In this
article, we hypothesized that the rich are more likely to support redistributive policies under the Right
rather than the Left. We theorized three reasons that explain such support: uncertainty about the
upper bound of the redistributive policy, government efficiency in delivering policies, and concerns
about the effect of social policies on macroeconomic instability.

We conducted pre-registered online survey experiments with wealthy individuals during the 2022
presidential election in Colombia. This setting allowed us to leverage the existing Left-Right cleavage
in the country. Our findings, supported by a second study conducted in the run-off election, show
that the wealthy are more likely to support redistribution under the Right because they expect greater
efficiency in delivering policies and less economic instability when a right-wing government enacts
redistributive policies. In addition, since our sample had a sizable share of left-wing individuals, we
explored whether our theorized mechanisms work for them too. Overall, we find that the left-wing
wealthy oppose redistribution under the Right. However, they do not expect more macroeconomic
instability as a consequence of right-wing redistribution.

Our findings challenge standard political economy models, which assume that redistributive pref-
erences are a function of objective material conditions. We have provided causal evidence showing
that the government’s ideology has an important effect on preferences for redistribution among the
wealthy. In particular, we have shown when and why the government’s ideology affects preferences
for redistribution among the wealthy and demonstrated that ideologically driven expectations, rather
than income position, explain redistributive preferences in the affluent. The fact that left-wing wealthy
do not exclude the possibility of macroeconomic instability under the Left yet still support the redis-
tributive policies that they think might cause it constitutes even stronger evidence of the limitations of
the material self-interest assumption. As a matter of fact, our results show that the wealthy are willing
to pay the cost of redistribution for ideological reasons, even if that entails not only an immediate,
direct cost (i.e., the increased tax burden on them) but also a more diffused, generalized one (i.e.,
macroeconomic instability for everyone).

With respect to partisan-motivated reasoning theory, results from studies 1 and 2 are largely
consistent with it. Indeed, results are similar across both studies, even when the right-wing/treat-
ment candidate varied. Despite this change, treated respondents supported redistributive policies and
had similar expectations. This consistency provides strong evidence that elite cues trump material
interests, even in challenging contexts where the wealthy have vested interests.

Our results have several implications for the political economy literature and current efforts to
increase taxation in developing countries. First, the rich seem to have no fixed policy preferences in
the realm of redistribution and taxation, as who is implementing the policy is a predictor of their pref-
erences rather than the policy content itself. Second, right-wing governments might have a political
advantage when implementing redistributive policies since the wealthy are more open to supporting
right-wing redistribution in contexts of increasing inequality.

Cross-country experimental evidence on the effect of government ideology on the wealthy’s redis-
tributive preferences was beyond the scope of our study. We believe that future research could
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examine whether our findings hold in countries where the wealthy have been more frequently
exposed to left-wing governments. Likewise, future scholarship could investigate whether the pol-
icy preferences of other social strata (e.g., middle class, popular sectors, etc.) are as susceptible to
ideological expectations related to general beliefs about the Left and the Right in government.

Supplementary material. The supplementary material for this article can be found at https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2025.
10029. To obtain replication material for this article https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/0TMLTL
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