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Figure 4: Overview of survey experiment
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Source: authors’ elaboration.
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Table 1: Austerity and political participation

Panel A: 2000-2015 without controls
Austerity*post 2010

Observations

R-squared

Controls

District FE

Region*Year FE

Panel B: 2000-2015 with controls
Austerity*post 2010

Observations

R-squared

Controls

District FE

Region*Year FE

Panel C: 2000-2019 with controls
Austerity*post 2010

Observations
R-squared
Controls
District FE

Region*Year FE

(M

Voter turnout

0.016**
(0.007)
1,190
0.937
No
Yes

Yes

0.025***
(0.006)
1,152
0.942
Yes
Yes

Yes

0.032***
(0.007)
1,748
0.933
Yes
Yes

Yes

(2)

Appeals for political
reform

0.059*
(0.032)
5,920
0.386
No
Yes

Yes

0.132***
(0.049)
5,264
0.407
Yes
Yes

Yes

0.109**
(0.043)
6,909
0.363
Yes
Yes

Yes

()

Protests against the
government

-0.087
(0.078)
5,920
0.475
No
Yes

Yes

-0.061
(0.090)
5,264
0.476
Yes
Yes

Yes

-0.132
(0.087)
6,909
0.501
Yes
Yes

Yes

Note: Table 1 reports the estimated correlation between austerity and political participation over the period
between 2000 and 2019. Column 1 shows the results for voting turnout, which refers to the total number of voters
in a given election over the total number of eligible voters per LAD. Column 2 reports the results for demand for
political reform defined as a binary indicator with value one if any verbal and non-threatening appeals for political
reform submitted by politicians, members of the civil society, or citizens occurred in the LDA. Column 3 refers to
protesting, which is defined as a binary variable with value one if any civilian demonstrations and other collective
actions against the government occurred in the LAD. Austerity*post 2010 refers to the estimated financial losses
per working-age adult per LAD for the period 2011-15. The regressions control for the (natural logarithm of)
income, the share of white population, the share of the population with higher education, and the share of
manufacturing jobs per LDA. The regressions also control for local authority district fixed effects and region-year
fixed effects. Columns 1-3 are weighted by the LAD adult population in 2000. Standard errors (in parentheses)
are clustered at LAD level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Source: authors’ calculations.
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Table 2: Comparison to other samples

Variable Our sample UK census
Female 0.510 0.510

Age

18-24 0.096 0.123
25-44 0.388 0.356
45-64 0.395 0.334
65-74 0.111 0.114
75-84 0.011 0.073

UK citizen 0.929 1.000

Ethnic origin

White 0.863 0.860
Asian 0.075 0.075
Other background 0.062 0.062
Other variables

In paid employment 0.557 0.610
Married 0.447 0.465
University degree or higher 0.576 0.358

Source: authors’ calculations based on Prolific survey in Column 1 and UK census sample in Column 2.
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Table 3: Observations excluded from original sample

Groups of participants excluded

Participants with GPS data outside of UK

Participants who did not pay attention

Participant who did not give the consent to use her/his data for scientific purposes
Participants who preferred not to report their ethnicity

Total participants excluded

Source: authors’ calculations.
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Table 4: Effect of Exposure to Austerity on political participation

Political participation: Voting Protesting Petition against
austerity
(1 (2) (3)
Panel A:
Treatment 0.128™ 0.063 0.096™
[0.039] [0.059] [0.024]
Controls Yes Yes Yes
Control group mean 3.758 2.321 0.395
Obs. 1,476 1,476 1,476
R-squared 0.084 0.184 0.230
Panel B:
Treatment 1 (Exposure to Austerity) 0.098™ 0.046 0.077™
[0.045] [0.068] [0.028]
Treatment 2 (Exposure to Austerity Deprived) 0.157™ 0.081 0.114™
[0.045] [0.068] [0.028]
Controls Yes Yes Yes
p-value diff t1-t2 0.301 0.914 0.308
Obs. 1,476 1,476 1,476
R-squared 0.088 0.189 0.233

Note: ‘Voting’ refers to the probability that the respondent would ‘Vote for a candidate for public office because of
their position on austerity’. Answers range from 1 (definitely would not) to 4 (definitively would). ‘Protesting’ refers
to an individual’s willingness to protest against austerity. Answers range from 1 (definitely will not) to 5
(definitively will). ‘Signing a petition AGAINST austerity’ is a dummy variable. Control variables include gender,
age bracket, ethnic background, being married, living in the UK, university degree, being in paid employment (full
or part-time), income class, trust in government, and being ‘left wing’ or ‘left center’. Standard errors in
parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

Source: authors’ calculations.
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Table 5: Effect of Exposure to Austerity on preferences for redistribution

Preferences for
redistribution:

Panel A:
Treatment

Control group mean
Obs.
R-squared

Panel B:
Treatment 1

Treatment 2

Control group mean
p-value diff t1-t2
Obs.

R-squared

Government should Welfare spending

reduce income
inequality

(1)

0.092'
[0.049]
4.144
1,476
0.192

0.031
[0.057]
0.154***
[0.057]
4.144
0.031
1,476
0.195

(e.g., income
support or child
benefits)

()

1.771™
[0.380]
15.521
1,476
0.077

1.550%*
[0.439]
1.980%*
[0.438]
15.521
0.338
1,476
0.077

Social security
spending

(©)

1.072™
[0.306]
12.990
1,476
0.044

1.023**
[0.354]
1.121%%
[0.353]
12.990
0.783
1,476
0.044

Raising taxes on
richer citizens to
reduce budget
deficit

(4)

0.102"
[0.050]
4.208
1,476
0.171

0.064
[0.058]
0.139**
[0.058]
4.208
0.193
1,476
0.172

Note: ‘Government should reduce inequality’ refers to the opinion of participants on the following statement: ‘The
government should implement policies to reduce differences in income levels between the rich and the poor?’.
Answers range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Spending variables are continuous, reflecting
respondents’ preferred share of total budget being spent on that item. ‘Raising taxes’ refers to the opinion of
participants on the following statement: ‘If the UK's national budget deficit is too high, the government should
raise taxes on the rich instead of cutting benefits for the poor’. Answers range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). Control variables include gender, age bracket, ethnic background, being married, living in the
UK, university degree, being in paid employment (full or part-time), income class, trust in government, being ‘left
wing’ or ‘left center’. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

Source: authors’ calculations.
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Table 6: Mediation analysis, overall treatment — summary table of the estimated Equations (3), (4), and (5)

Voting Petition AGAINST austerity
Effect of treatment on  Association of Effect of treatment % treatment effect Association of Effect of treatment % treatment effect
candidate mediator mediator with the on outcome on the outcome mediator with the on outcome on the outcome
(B1) outcome variable  variable () explained by this outcome variable  variable explained by this
(81) mechanism (5;* (61) (1) mechanism (8;*
81)/aq 81)/aq
Treatment 0.092 0.112™ 0.128*** 8.05 0.117™ 0.096™ 11.21
[0.049] [0.034] [0.039] [0.021] [0.024]
Treatment 1 0.031 0.112™ 0.106™ 9.72 0.117™ 0.082™ 13.13
[0.057] [0.034] [0.045] [0.021] [0.028]
Treatment 2 0.154*** 0.112™ 0.153™ 6.73 0.117™ 0.111™ 9.70
[0.057] [0.034] [0.045] [0.021] [0.028]

Note: ‘Voting’ refers to the probability that the respondent would ‘Vote for a candidate for public office because of their position on austerity’. Answers range from 1 (definitely
would not) to 4 (definitively would). ‘Signing a petition AGAINST austerity’ is a dummy variable. Control variables include gender, age bracket, ethnic background, being
married, living in the UK, university degree, being in paid employment (full or part-time), income class, trust in government, and being ‘left wing’ / ‘left center’. Standard errors in
parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.

Source: authors’ calculations.
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Appendix A: Data description

This section briefly describes our data and provides some descriptive statistics.

Figure A1: Share of citizens who agreed or strongly agreed that the government should act to reduce inequality,
2001 - 2019

mlll

2001 2005 2010 2015 2017 2019

Source: authors’ elaboration on the British Election Study (BES) post-electoral survey

Table A1: Data sources

Variable Description Source

Total financial loss Information on total financial loss due to austerity measures was Beatty and

due to austerity calculated by Beatty and Fothergill (2013;2016) at LAD level as part of Fothergill
a project commissioned by OXFAM and the Joseph Rowntree
Foundation

Vote Turnout Data on vote for the Conservative, Labour, and UKIP parties and UK Parliament
turnout rates for the period 2000-2019 are obtained from the UK House of Commons

Parliament House of Commons Library. Match between constituency Library
level data and LAD was possible thanks to the work of the Election
Centre, affiliated with Nuffield College, Oxford. Election Centre

Protest events Data on protest events for the period 2000-2020 was obtained from The GDELT Project
GDELT Project, which monitors the world's broadcast, print, and web
news from around the world to extrapolate information on different
types of events and classify them based on the CAMEO framework.
Within this dataset, we identified protest events directed towards the
government and that made use of violence.

Appeals Data appeals for political change for the period 2000-2020 was The GDELT Project
obtained from GDELT Project, which monitors the world's broadcast,
print, and web news from around the world to extrapolate information
on different types of events and classify them based on the CAMEO
framework.

Average income Income data was obtained from the UK Household Longitudinal Survey UK Household
(UKHLS) for the entire 2000-2020 period. UKHLS is a representative Longitudinal Survey
panel survey conducted by UKRI Economic and Research Council,

ISER, and University of Essex. Individual-level data was collapsed at

LAD-level.
Share of white We compile information on the population share identifying as UK Annual
population ethnically British i.e., either English, Scottish, or Welsh) from the Uk Population Survey
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Annual Population Survey (APS), a representative dataset collected by
the Office of National Statistics (ONS). We recode this information into
a dummy variable for British White and non-British White ethnic groups
and average it at the LDA level to quantify the share of the self-
identified ethnically British White population within each district.

Share of population  Data on share of individuals with higher education, considered as UK Annual

with higher education individuals with more than secondary education, was obtained at LAD  Population Survey
level from UK Annual Population Survey (APS), a representative
dataset collected by the Office of National Statistics (ONS)

Share of Data on share of individuals working in the manufacturing sector was UK Annual
manufacturing jobs  obtained at LAD level from UK Annual Population Survey (APS), a Population Survey
representative dataset collected by the Office of National Statistics
(ONS).
Population Population figures for the year 2000 are used as a weight throughout UK Census Data

the analysis. These figures are obtained from Census data estimates
obtained from the UK Office of National Statistics

Table A2: Descriptive statistics

Obs Mean Std. dev Min Max

Voting turnout 1,812 65.29 5.83 41.71 81.06
Demand for political reform 7,959 0.09 1.57 0.00 76.00
Protests against the government 7,959 2.40 16.32 0.00 361.00
Austerity 7,770 447.71 120.97 177.00 914.00
(log) average income 7,518 108.14 59.73 6.77 241.11
Share of white population 7,959 8.21 4.62 0.30 17.83
Share of population with higher education 7,203 288.21 189.24 9.80 1692.60
Share of manufacturing jobs 7,182 149.32 105.47 1.80 640.50
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Appendix B: DD dynamic version

As an additional exercise, we estimate a dynamic version of our main specification splitting the
period after the implementation of austerity into individual post-period years. The rationale behind
is to understand how austerity cuts affected political participation each year after the
announcement of these measures. Figure B1 shows that the impact of austerity was positive and
statistically significant in the 2015 and 2017 political elections. However, it was no longer
statistically significant in the 2019 political elections. Figure B2 shows a positive association
between austerity and demands for political reforms only in two years: 2012 and 2018. Both years
are related to the initial period of the two austerity waves (2011-2015 and 2016-2019). Figure B3
confirms no association between austerity and protests.

Figure B1. Austerity and elections

©
O

.04
1

/

2

Effects on linear prediction
.0
1

T T T T
2010 2015 2017 2019
year

35



Figure B2: Austerity and demand for political reform
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Figure B3: Austerity and protests
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Appendix C: Robustness tests

Table C1: Excluding Scotland

Austerity*post 2010

Observations
R-squared
Controls

District FE
Region*Year FE

(1)

Voter Turnout

(2)
Appeals for political

@)

Protests against the

reform government
0.033*** 0.082** 0.008**
(0.007) (0.040) (0.004)
1,612 6,384 6,384
0.933 0.341 0.233
Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes

Note: Table C1 reports results studying the link between Austerity and political participation over the period 2000
to 2019 excluding Scotland. Austerity*post 2010 refers to the estimated financial losses per working age adult per
LAD for the period 2011-2015. The regressions control for the (natural logarithm of) income, the share of white
population, the share of the population with higher education and the share of manufacturing jobs per LAD. The
regressions also control for local authority district fixed effects and region-year fixed effects. Columns 1-3 are
weighted by the LAD adult population in 2000. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at LAD level. ***

p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Table C2: Alternative measures of austerity

Austerity*post 2010

Observations
R-squared
Controls

District FE
Region*Year FE

2011-2015 - outturn
(1) (2) (3)

Voter Appeals for Protests
Turnout political against the
reform government
0.021*** 0.099** 0.005
(0.008) (0.043) (0.004)
1,754 6,930 6,930
0.932 0.363 0.239
Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes

2011-2019 - estimated costs
(4) (5) (6)

Voter Appeals for Protests
Turnout political against the
reform government
0.026*** 0.110** 0.006
(0.008) (0.047) (0.004)
1,754 6,930 6,930
0.933 0.363 0.239
Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes

Note: Table C2 reports results studying the link between Austerity and political participation over the period 2000
to 2019 using alternative measures of Austerity. The regressions control for the (natural logarithm of) income, the
share of white population, the share of the population with higher education and the share of manufacturing jobs
per LDA. The regressions also control for local authority district fixed effects and region-year fixed effects.
Columns 1-6 are weighted by the LAD adult population in 2000. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at
LAD level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Table C3: Alternative dependent variables

(1) (2) (3)
Voting Appeals for political Protests
reform

Austerity*post 2010 0.098** 0.036*** 0.018

(0.042) (0.014) (0.026)
Observations 4,457 1,974 6,909
R-squared 0.384 0.077 0.497
Controls Yes Yes Yes
District FE Yes Yes Yes
Region*Year FE Yes Yes Yes

Note: Table C3 reports results studying the link between Austerity and political participation over the period 2000
to 2019. Voting refers to information on whether individuals voted in past general election. Appeals for political
reform refers to information on whether individuals signed a petition (not on the internet). Protests is a dummy
variable with value one if a protest occurred in the LAD. Austerity*post 2010 refers to the estimated financial
losses per working age adult per LAD for the period 2011-2015. The regressions control for the (natural logarithm
of) income, the share of white population, the share of the population with higher education and the share of
manufacturing jobs per LDA. The regressions also control for local authority district fixed effects and region-year
fixed effects. Columns 1-3 are weighted by the LAD adult population in 2000. Standard errors (in parentheses)
are clustered at LAD level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Our alternative measures for voting and appealing are from the UK Household Longitudinal
Survey (UKHLS) and the British Election Study (BES). These two surveys collect individual-level
data about the social, economic, and political views and circumstances of British society. Because
of social desirability bias, these surveys may inaccurately represent the population’s political views,
in particular if participants hold more controversial political views (Funk 2016).

Our alternative measure for protests is obtained from the Mass Mobilization Protest (MMP)
database from Binghamton University (Clark and Regan 2018). This data explicitly focuses on
protests against governments and is collected and revised by researchers, as opposed to the
algorithm-based approach of GDELT. MPP, however, records considerably fewer protests and
might underestimate protests activity. Furthermore, it provides inconsistent information on
protest locations at the subnational level. To obtain precise location information, MPP relies on
an API called Open Cage (https://opencagedata.com/). The API uses available information to
calculate GPS coordinates that are as precise as possible for the protest, providing information on
the quality of the coordinate. We only select observations with the highest quality possible and end
up with a total of 578 protest events, of which 393 happened between the year 2000 and 2020.
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Table C4: Alternative specifications excluding weights, using robust standard errors and alternative specification of fixed effects

Austerity*post 2010

Observations
R-squared
Controls

District FE
Region*Year FE
Region*Year FE

(1

Voter Turnout

0.025%*
(0.007)

1,748
0.925
Yes
Yes
No

Yes

No weights
(2)

Appeals for

political
reform

0.062**
(0.030)

6,909

0.317
Yes
Yes
No

Yes

Robust standard errors

3) 4 ) (6)
Protests Voter Turnout Appeals for Protests
against the political against the
government reform government

-0.103 0.032*** 0.109*** -0.132*
(0.076) (0.005) (0.028) (0.055)
6,909 1,748 6,909 6,909
0.468 0.933 0.363 0.501
Yes Yes Yes Yes
Yes Yes Yes Yes
No No No No
Yes Yes Yes Yes

Year fixed effects

7 )
Voter Turnout Appeals for
political
reform
0.044*** 0.078*
(0.008) (0.043)
1,748 6,909
0.911 0.323
Yes Yes
Yes Yes
Yes Yes
No No

9

Protests
against the
government

-0.064
(0.070)

6,909
0.471
Yes
Yes
Yes
No

Note: Table C4 reports results studying the link between Austerity and political participation over the period 2000 to 2019 using alternative specifications. Austerity*post 2010
refers to the estimated financial losses per working age adult per LAD for the period 2011-2015. The regressions control for the (natural logarithm of) income, the share of
white population, the share of the population with higher education and the share of manufacturing jobs per LDA. In columns 1-6, the regressions control for local authority
district fixed effects and region-year fixed effects. In columns 7-9, the regressions control for local authority district fixed effects and year fixed effects. Columns 4-9 are
weighted by the LAD adult population in 2000. Robust standard errors are in Columns 4-6 while standard errors clustered at LAD level are in Columns 1-3 and 7-9. *** p<0.01,

** p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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Appendix D: Voting preferences

We also use voting preferences in an additional exercise to understand if changes in political
participation were also associated with changes in political preferences. Data are from the UK
Parliament House of Commons Library. Figure D1 shows voting in national election results for
the main relevant parties, the Conservatives, Labour, the Liberal Democrats, and UKIP. Figure
D1 describes important changes in party voting after 2010, showing that the Liberal Democrats
lost ground, while support for UKIP steadily increased, in line with the data reported by Fetzer
(2019). Yet, the political landscape changed again after 2015, when support for UKIP sharply
drops, while the traditional parties, the Conservatives in particular, regained ground.

Figure D1: Voting preferences between 2000 and 2019

Voting Preferences
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—a— UKIP — 4 — |Liberal democrats

Note: data refer to voting preferences at the level of Local Authority Districts (LADs). Constituency boundaries
can change in-between elections and do not always match the boundaries of LADs, our unit of analysis. To
correct for this problem, we use data by the Election Centre, affiliated with Nuffield College, Oxford, that has been
matching electoral data between constituencies and LADs for the 1973-2019 period.

Source: authors’ elaboration based on data from the UK Parliament House of Commons Library.

Next, we compare [ofer Turnont at the national level to Iofer Turnout at the European and the local
council level. We also estimate party voting preferences in national, European, and local council
elections for the Conservatives, Labour, Liberal Democrats and UKIP. All regressions include local
authority district fixed effects and year fixed effects. The results in Table D1 shows that austerity
significantly drives 1Vofer Turnout for national elections, but not for local or European elections.
Regarding voting preferences, Liberal Democrats lost many voters during austerity, while the support
tor Labour and UKIP increased, potentially due to swing voters and people who otherwise might
not have voted (Table D1). Conservatives were not affected by austerity at the national and local
level, while they seem to have lost support at the European level (Table D1).
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Table D2: Austerity and voting preferences

National elections
Austerity*post 2010

District FE
Region*Year FE
Observations

R-squared

Local elections
Austerity*post 2010

District FE
Region*Year FE
Observations

R-squared

European elections
Austerity*post 2010

Controls

District FE
Region*Year FE
Observations

R-squared

(M

Turnout

0.032***
(0.007)
Yes
Yes
1,748
0.933

-0.001
(0.020)
Yes
Yes
3,362
0.882

0.045***
(0.010)
Yes
Yes
Yes
987
0.880

(2)
UKIP

0.035***
(0.007)
Yes
Yes
1,526
0.877

0.030***
(0.011)
Yes
Yes
3,235
0.835

0.010
(0.008)
Yes
Yes
Yes
987
0.975

3)

Conservatives

-0.032*
(0.013)
Yes
Yes
1,643
0.955

-0.070***
(0.021)
Yes
Yes
3,388
0.887

-0.032***
(0.006)
Yes
Yes
Yes
987
0.980

4)

Labour

0.038**
(0.015)
Yes
Yes
1,643
0.962

0.050***
(0.014)
Yes
Yes
3,388
0.942

0.052***
(0.009)
Yes
Yes
Yes
987
0.979

()

Liberal
Democrats

-0.025*
(0.014)
Yes
Yes
1,642
0.929

-0.032
(0.021)
Yes
Yes
3,363
0.861

-0.004
(0.006)
Yes
Yes
Yes
987
0.947

Note: Table 1 reports results studying the link between Austerity and voting preferences over the period 2000 to
2019. Austerity*post 2010 refers to the estimated financial losses per working age adult per LAD for the period
2011-2015. The regressions control for the (natural logarithm of) income, the share of white population, the share
of the population with higher education and the share of manufacturing jobs per LDA. The regressions also
control for local authority district fixed effects and region-year fixed effects. Columns 1-3 are weighted by the LAD
adult population in 2000. Standard errors (in parentheses) are clustered at LAD level. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, *

p<0.1.
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Appendix E: Survey questionnaire

We have reported the answer options in italic below the question. Answers options are separated
by a semicolon.

1. Welcome!

You are being asked to take part in a survey conducted by the University of Sussex and Maastricht
University. All information provided in this survey is verified, and you will not receive false
feedback of any kind. There are no right or wrong answers. We are interested in knowing your
personal views about yourself and the world. Participation is voluntary. If you begin the survey,
you may leave the survey at any time, although in this case you forfeit payment. We anticipate no
costs apart from the time you spend completing the survey (20-25 minutes). You will be requested
to watch a short video as part of this survey. For this, you need to have working speakers or
headphones. Your study-related information will be kept confidential. Data collection, analysis and
reporting will be anonymous and used for research purposes only. Your data will be kept separate
from your Prolific ID to ensure anonymity. All data will be published in aggregate form only.

Upon completion of the survey, you will receive a monetary compensation for your time. If you
have questions or remarks concerning this survey, please contact
bruno.martorano@maastrichtuniversity.nl. At the end of the survey, you will have the opportunity
to provide feedback on your experience.

2. Informed Consent

I hereby give permission to use my data for scientific purposes. I had enough time to decide
whether I want to participate in the survey. I know that participation is voluntary and that I can
abandon the survey any time. If I withdraw I forfeit any monetary compensation. I know that the
data will be saved anonymously and only be made public in aggregate form. By proceeding to the
next page, I agree to participate in this survey.

Yes; No
3. Survey and payment structure

Please read the information carefully. This survey comprises a set of questions about yourself and
your view on government, politics, and societal issues in the UK. During the survey you will be
asked to watch a short video. For this, you need to have working speakers or headphones. The
information provided in the video is real and stems from one or several serious, publicly available,
and validated sources. It will take approximately 20 to 25 minutes to complete the survey. Upon
completion of the survey you will receive a compensation for your time. You will only receive the
payment if you complete the survey. The survey counts as completed once you reach the last page
displaying an automatic message that your response was recorded. You will not receive payment
if you abandon the survey prior to completing it, which you are free to do any time. The payments
will be processed within 3 weeks after the completion of the final survey.

4. How do you identify?

Male; Woman, Non-binary | third gender; Prefer to self-describe
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5. What is your age?
18-24; 25-34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; 65-74; 75-84
6. What is your marital status?

Married; Legally recognised civil partnership; Single and never married or in a Civil Partnership; Divorced;
Separated but legally married; Widowed; Other; Prefer not to say

7. What is the highest educational or school qualification you obtained?
(If you are currently enrolled, pick the highest degree received to date)

Higher degree level qualification (Masters, PhD or equivalent doctoral level qualification); Postgradnate academic
below-Masters level gqualification (e.g. Certificate or Diploma); Bachelors or equivalent first degree qualification;
Post-secondary academic below-degree level qualification (up to 1 year, or 2 and more years); Post-secondary
vocational training (up to 1 year, or 2 and more years); Completed secondary schoolCompleted primary school;
Other; None of the above.

8. What is your current employment status?

In paid employment (full or part-time); Self employed; Unemployed; Retired; On maternity/ paternity leave; 1.ooking
after the family or home; In full-time education; 1ong-term sick or disabled; On a government training scheme;
Unpaid worker in family business; Working in an apprenticeship; Doing something else.

9. Roughly, what is your total annual household income in British pounds after taxes?
Less than 15,000, 15,000 - 24,999, 25,000 - 34,999, 35,000 - 44,999; 45,000 - 54,999; 55,000 - 64,999;
65,000 - 74,999; 75,000 - §4,999; 85,000 - 94,999; 95,000 - 104,999, 105,000 - 144,999; More than
145,000

10. Has someone in your household, including you, received government support in the
past 12 months? (Choose all that apply).

Income Support; Job Seeker’s allowance; Child benefit; Universal Credit; Yes, other; No
11. Ethnic origin: Please specify your ethnicity

British/ English/ Scottish/ Welsh/ Northern Irish; Irish; Gypsy or Irish Traveller; Any other white background,
Please describe; White and black Caribbean; White and black African; White and Asian; Any other nrixed
background. Please describe; Indian; Pakistani; Bangladeshi; Chinese; Any other Asian background. Please

describe; Caribbean; African; Any other black background; Arab; Any other ethnic group. Please describe; Prefer
not to say

12. Have you lived in the UK for most of your life?

Yes; No

13. Are you a UK citizen?

Yes; No
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14. In which area in the UK do you live today?

Y _Aberdeen City (3) ... Other, please specify: (385)

15. How interested would you say you are in politics?

Very interested; Quite interested; Hardly interested; Not at all interested; I don't know

16. When it comes to most political issues, do consider yourself as...?

Left wing; Left of center; Center; Right of center; Right wing

17. What do you think has more to do with why a person is poor?

A lack of effort/ hard work on the person's part; A lack of talent of the person's part; The person being unlucky
18. What do you think has more to do with why a person is rich?

A person's effort/ hard work; A person's talent; The person being lucky

19. How often can you trust the government to do what is right?

Al the time; Most of the time; Only some of the time; Rarely; Never

20. Thinking about national issues for a moment, which issue concerns you the most?

Jobs; Budget/ government spending; Income equality; Financial stability; Taxes; Health Care; Education; Foreign
Alffairs; mmigration; Environment/ climate change; Government corruption; COVID pandenic; Other; 1 don't
know

21. Have you ever heard of austerity policies?
Yes; No

22. Please choose from the list of answers below to complete the sentence. Choose all
answers that you think apply. Austerity policies can refer to government measures which
involve...

...cutting public expenditure to reduce government debt; ...raising taxes to reduce government debt; ...increasing public
expenditure to cushion hardship during an economic crisis; ...Jowering taxes to raise household consumption; 1 don't
know

23. It is vital for the quality of this survey that you devote your full attention to the questions
we ask. In your honest opinion, have you devoted your full attention to this study so far?
(Your answer to this question does not affect your payment)

Yes, I have devoted my full attention so far and have answered the questions thoroughly; No, 1 have not devoted my
Jfull attention so far and have not answered the questions thoroughly.
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Please watch this video on weather forecast technology carefully.

Make sure your computer audio is working, so you can follow what is being said in the video. You
will be able to advance the survey once the video is finished.

24.1 Choose all that apply. Data from space satellites...

.help us see the weather before it reaches us; ...cannot be used for forecasting weather; ...are combined with other
data to make weather predictions; ...come from stationary and earth-orbiting satellites; ...come from stationary
satellites; ...come from earth-orbiting satellites.

Please watch this video on UK austerity policies and their economic and social impact
carefully.

Make sure your computer audio is working, so you can follow what is being said in the video. You
will be able to advance the survey once the video is finished.

24.2 Choose all that apply. Austerity implied that the UK government:
cut welfare spending; raised taxes; lowered taxes; increased welfare spending

24.3 Compared to other countries UK austerity policies were:

Strict; less strict; about the same

Please watch this video on UK austerity policies and their economic and social impact.

Make sure your computer audio is working, so you can follow what is being said in the video. You
will be able to advance the survey once the video is finished.

24.4 Choose all that apply. Austerity implied that the UK government:
cut welfare spending; raised taxes; lowered taxes; increased welfare spending
24.5 Compared to other countries UK austerity policies were:

Strict; less strict; about the same

25. The government should implement policies to reduce differences in income levels
between the rich and the poor.

Strongly agree; agree; Neither agree nor disagree; disagree; strongly disagree

26. Suppose your can decide over total UK government spending next year. How do you
want to divide the budget in percentages between the following categories? (The total
must sum up to 100%)

Health: s Education: ; Defense and national security: s Welfare spending (e.g.,
income support or child benefits): ; Social security: s Public infrastructure: ;
Total:
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27. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statement: ‘If the
UK's national budget deficit is too high, the government should raise taxes on the rich
instead of cutting benefits for the poor.’

Strongly agree; agree; Neither agree nor disagree; disagree; strongly disagree

28. Now that you have learned about austerity. How likely would you be to do each of the
following things?

Definitively would; Probably would; Probably wonld not; Definitely would not

- Vote for a candidate for public office because of their position on austerity

- Write letters, email, or phone public officials about austerity policies

- Meet with an elected official or their staff about austerity policies

- Attend a public speech against austerity policies

- Donate money to a non profit organization helping disadvantaged households in the UK
- Volunteer time to a non profit organization helping disadvantaged households in the UK

29. If a peaceful protest against austerity policies was being held this week close to where
you live, would you participate?

Definitely will not; Probably will not; Might or might not; Probably will; Definitely will
30. You can also take action by signing a petition.

We will submit each petition to two Members of Parliament who have either spoken for or against
austerity policies in parliament. We will not tell them your name, just how many people in our
study support either of the two petitions below. We will send you proof of the petition's
submission to the corresponding Member of Parliament in the next few weeks.

Would you like to sign a petition?

- I want to sign the following petition AGAINST austerity policies. ‘Austerity policies affect all
segments of the population and particularly hurt the most vulnerable groups. Spending cuts should
be stopped. I am against austerity policies.’

- I want to sign the following petition FOR austerity policies. ‘Cuts are necessary to ensure
economic sustainability. Benefits should be reserved for people who really need them such as old
people and children. I support austerity policies.”

I do not want to sign either of these petitions.
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Appendix F: Informational treatments

VIDEO 1: Treatment austerity only

What is the U.K. austerity program? The global financial crisis of 2007 and of 2009 led to a severe
economic crisis in the U.K. and many other countries. As a response, the U.K. government
launched an austerity program in 2010. This U.K. austerity program was adopted to deal with the
consequences of the economic crisis. Specifically, it was implemented to reduce budget deficits
and public debt by cutting government spending and welfare benefits and raising taxes to increase
revenue.

So what was the impact of the U.K. austerity program on the economy and society? Compared to
other countries, U.K. austerity policies were very strict. For example, between 2010 and 2018, the
U.K. government reduced spending in welfare payments, housing subsidies and social services
across society by more than £30 billion. This translates to 15% less day to day government
spending per citizen compared to the time before austerity.

Still, the U.K. Treasury pronounced austerity a success as the economy has grown by 18.3% since
2010, faster than France, Italy and Japan, whose austerity policies were not a strict. So why were
austerity policies widely protested by the public? Researchers and experts, including British
economists, point to the damage that austerity has dealt to society. The use of foodbanks almost
doubled between 2013 and 2017.

Child poverty, including in families with working parents, rose to its highest level since before the
Second World War. Infant mortality increased for the first time in two generations. What is more,
lingering deep cuts to youth council services since 2010 are being linked to increasing crime and
riots across different parts of the country. Under austerity, life expectancy in the UK fell and this
trend has only recently reversed. Despite the formal announcement of the end of austerity in
October 2018, its effects continue to reverberate throughout the country. All of this indicates that
austerity has been compromising living standards and progress that the UK society has made over
the past decades.

VIDEO 2: Treatment austerity and deprivation

What is the U.K. austerity program? The global financial crisis of 2007 and of 2009 led to a severe
economic crisis in the UK. and many other countries. As a response, the U.K. government
launched an austerity programme in 2010. This U.K. austerity program was adopted to deal with
the consequences of the economic crisis. Specifically, it was implemented to reduce budget deficits
and public debt by cutting government spending and welfare benefits and raising taxes to increase
revenue.

So what was the impact of the U.K. austerity program on the economy and society? Compared to
other countries, U.K. austerity policies were very strict. For example, between 2010 and 2018, the
U.K. government reduced spending and welfare payments, housing subsidies and social services
across society by more than 30 billion pounds. This translates to 15% less day to day government
spending per citizen compared to the time before austerity.

Still, the U.K. Treasury pronounced austerity a success as the economy has grown by 18.3% since
2010, faster than France, Italy and Japan, whose austerity policies were not as strict. So why were
austerity policies widely protested by the public? Researchers and experts, including British
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economists, point to the damage that austerity has dealt to society. The use of foodbanks almost
doubled between 2013 and 2017.

Child poverty, including in families with working parents, rose to its highest level since before the
Second World War. Infant mortality increased for the first time in two generations. What is more,
lingering deep cuts to youth council services since 2010 are being linked to increasing crime and
riots across different parts of the country. Under austerity, life expectancy in the UK fell and this
trend has only recently reversed, despite the formal announcement of the end of austerity in
October 2018. Its effects continue to reverberate throughout the country. All of this indicates that
austerity has been compromising living standards and progress that the UK society has made over
the past decades.

Even worse, poorer UK citizens living in the most deprived local authorities are also the ones hit
hardest by the billions in austerity cuts. There are countless examples. Rhea, a working single
mother of three, was driven to the brink of homelessness due to reduced housing benefits.
Changing eligibility requirements and stretched local authorities led to her case being unresolved
for weeks. George, a single father and bus driver, was hit hard by reduced welfare support and
delays in it being paid. This was enough to throw him into a vicious cycle of debt. Lorna, a mother
and school dinner lady, could not send her son into school for a couple of days as she couldn't
afford a packed lunch for him without government support available. Lorna decided to visit the
foodbank for the first time. This made her feel very guilty and ashamed. These are just a few of
many stories of poor UK citizens hit hard by austerity.
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Appendix G: Quality tests

Table G1 reports the result of the balancing test. It shows that the comparability of experimental
groups is not affected by the exclusions of 18 observations (as explained in section Data quality and
descriptive statistics)

Table G1. Balancing test
(1) (2) 3)

Treatment Treatment 1 Treatment 2
Female -0.0109 -0.0185 0.00765
(0.0248) (0.0248) (0.0248)
Age group 0.0166* 0.0121 0.00451
(0.00906) (0.00904) (0.00906)
Married -0.0211 -0.0437 0.0225
(0.0273) (0.0272) (0.0273)
Asian (ethnicity) -0.00179 0.00322 -0.00501
(0.0485) (0.0484) (0.0485)
Mixed Background (ethnicity) 0.00326 -0.0484 0.0517
(0.0525) (0.0524) (0.0525)
UK resident 0.0115 -0.0391 0.0506
(0.0500) (0.0499) (0.0500)
University 0.00716 -0.0390 0.0462*
(0.0260) (0.0260) (0.0261)
Income group 0.00486 0.00501 -0.000149
(0.00558) (0.00557) (0.00558)
Fulltime employment -0.0443* 0.00259 -0.0469*
(0.0265) (0.0264) (0.0265)
Trust in government -0.00618 -0.00879 0.00261
(0.0158) (0.0158) (0.0158)
Left leaning 0.0189 0.0173 0.00155
(0.0261) (0.0260) (0.0261)
Constant 0.623*** 0.378*** 0.245**
(0.0817) (0.0816) (0.0818)
Observations 1,476 1,476 1,476
R-squared 0.006 0.005 0.007

We run an additional test to check the quality of our data. Immediately after the treatment videos,
we asked participants two multiple choice questions to test their knowledge about the video
content. First, we asked about the type of measures which were implemented by the UK
government. Second, we asked about the stringency of UK austerity policies compared to other
European countries. About 99% of respondents gave at least one correct response to the first
question; 96% correctly answered the second question. Our results hold when we run a robustness
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check, we run our baselines regressions on the sample of participants who gave at least one correct
response to the first question and correctly answered the second (Table G2 in Appendix G).

Table G2. Main results excluding participants who took longer to complete the survey (Panel A) and those who
did not reply correctly to at least one question (Panel B)

Voting Protesting Petition AGAINST austerity
(1) (2) (3)
Panel A
Treatment 0.122™ 0.062 0.092™
[0.040] [0.059] [0.025]
Control mean 3.758 2.321 0.395
Obs. 1,449 1,449 1,449
R-squared 0.087 0.184 0.232
Panel B
Treatment 0.126™ 0.059 0.103™
[0.040] [0.059] [0.025]
Control mean 3.758 2.321 0.395
Obs. 1,436 1,436 1,436
R-squared 0.087 0.189 0.228

Note: ‘Voting’ refers to the probability that the respondent would be to ‘Vote for a candidate for public office
because of their position on austerity’. Answers could range from 1 (Definitely would not) to 4 (Definitively would).
‘Protesting’ refers to the willing of the respondent to participate to a protest against austerity policies. Answers
could range from 1 (Definitely will not) to 5 (Definitively will). ‘Signing a petition AGAINST austerity’ and ‘Signing
a petition FOR austerity’ is a dummy variable. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05.
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Appendix H: Prolific sample

Table H1. Descriptive statistics

Variable

Female

Age

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64

65-74

75-84

UK citizen

Ethnic origin
White

Asian

Mixed background
Income

Less than 15,000
15,000 - 24,999
25,000 - 34,999
35,000 - 44,999
45,000 - 54,999
55,000 - 64,999
65,000 - 74,999
75,000 - 84,999
85,000 - 94,999
95,000 - 104,999
105,000 - 144,999
More than 145,000
In paid employment
Married

University degree or higher

Left leaning

Source: authors’ elaboration on Prolific survey
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Share
0.510

0.096
0.198
0.190
0.161
0.234
0.111
0.011
0.929

0.863
0.075
0.062

0.131
0.182
0.207
0.150
0.112
0.084
0.049
0.028
0.018
0.018
0.015
0.007
0.557
0.447
0.576
0.474



Appendix I: Additional results online experiment

Table I1: Exposure to austerity on Political participation

Voting
(1)
Panel A: without controls
Treatment 0.123™
[0.040]
Control mean 3.758
Obs. 1,490
R-squared 0.006
Panel B: without trust and political
controls
Treatment 0.134™
[0.040]
Control mean 3.758
Obs. 1,476
R-squared 0.023

Protesting

()

0.056
[0.064]
2.321
1,490
0.001

0.077
[0.063]
2.321
1,476
0.047

Petition AGAINST
austerity

(©)

0.099™

[0.027]
0.395
1,490
0.009

0.102"

[0.027]
0.395
1,476
0.032

Note: ‘Voting’ refers to the probability that the respondent would be to ‘Vote for a candidate for public office
because of their position on austerity’. Answers could range from 1 (Definitely would not) to 4 (Definitively would).
‘Protesting’ refers to the willing of the respondent to participate to a protest against austerity policies. Answers
could range from 1 (Definitely will not) to 5 (Definitively will). ‘Signing a petition AGAINST austerity’ is adummy

variable. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05.
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Table 12: Exposure to austerity on the Mediators

Government Welfare Social security Raising taxes
should reduce spending spending
inequality
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel A: without controls
Treatment 0.088 1.784™ 1.154™ 0.099

[0.054] [0.390] [0.308] [0.054]
Control mean 4.144 15.521 12.990 4.208
Obs. 1,490 1,490 1,490 1,490
R-squared 0.002 0.014 0.009 0.002
Panel B: without trust and political controls
Treatment 0.104 1.799™ 1.101™ 0.112"

[0.054] [0.387] [0.309] [0.054]
Control mean 4.144 15.521 12.990 4.208
Obs. 1,476 1,476 1,476 1,476
R-squared 0.033 0.042 0.021 0.027

Note: ‘Government should reduce inequality’ is a discrete variable ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). ‘Raising Taxes’ refers to the opinion of participants on the following statement: ‘if the UK's
national budget deficit is too high, the government should raise taxes on the rich instead of cutting benefits for the
poor’. Answers could range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Spending variables are continuous,
reflecting respondents’ preferred share of total budget being spent on that particular item. Standard errors in
parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05.
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Appendix J: Mediation analysis

Table J1: Exposure to Austerity on redistributive preferences, pooled treatments

Preferences for
redistribution:

Panel A:
Treatment

Control group mean
Obs.
R-squared

Panel B:
Treatment 1

Treatment 2

Control group mean
p-value diff t1-t2
Obs.

R-squared

Government should Welfare spending

reduce income
inequality

(1)

0.092°
[0.049]
4.144
1,476
0.192

0.031
[0.057]
0.154**
[0.057]
4.144
0.031
1,476
0.195

(2

1771
[0.380]
15.521
1,476
0.077

1.559***
[0.439]
1.980%**
[0.438]
15.521
0.338
1,476
0.077

Social security
spending

()

1.072™
[0.306]
12.990
1,476
0.044

1.023%*
[0.354]
1.129%*
[0.353]
12.990
0.783
1,476
0.044

Raising taxes on
richer citizens to
reduce budget
deficit

(4)

0.102"
[0.050]
4.208
1,476
0.171

0.064
[0.058]
0.139**
[0.058]
4.208
0.193
1,476
0.172

Note: ‘Government should reduce inequality’ is a discrete variable ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). ‘Raising Taxes’ refers to the opinion of participants on the following statement: ‘if the UK's
national budget deficit is too high, the government should raise taxes on the rich instead of cutting benefits for the
poor’. Answers range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Spending variables are continuous,
reflecting respondents’ preferred share of total budget being spent on that particular item. Control variables
include gender, age bracket, ethnic background, being married, living in the UK, university degree, being in paid
employment (full or part-time), income class, trust in government, being ‘left wing’ or ‘left center’. Standard errors

in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.
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Table J2. Mediation analysis — overall treatment considering the alternative mediators

Voting Protesting Petition AGAINST austerity
Effect of Association of % treatment Association of % treatment Association of % treatment
treatment on mediator with effect on the mediator with effect on the mediator with effect on the
candidate the outcome outcome the outcome outcome the outcome outcome
mediator variable explained by this variable explained by this variable explained by this
mechanism mechanism mechanism
Government should reduce inequality 0.092° 0.112™ 8.05 0.303™ 44.25 0.117™ 11.21
[0.049] [0.034] [0.049] [0.021]
Raising taxes on richer citizens ... 0.102" 0.123™ 9.80 0.218™ 35.30 0.128™ 13.60
[0.050] [0.034] [0.051] [0.021]
Welfare spending 1.771™ -0.004 -5.53 0.014" 39.36 0.001 1.84
[0.380] [0.005] [0.007] [0.003]
Social security spending 1.072™ -0.005 -4.19 0.005 8.51 0.005 5.58
[0.306] [0.006] [0.009] [0.004]

Note: ‘Voting’ refers to the probability that the respondent would be to ‘Vote for a candidate for public office because of their position on austerity’. Answers range from 1
(Definitely would not) to 4 (Definitively would). ‘Signing a petition AGAINST austerity’ is a dummy variable. Control variables include gender, age bracket, ethnic background,

being married, living in the UK, university degree, being in paid employment (full or part-time), income class, trust in government, being ‘left wing’ / ‘left center’. Standard errors
in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.
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Table J3. Summary mediation analysis by treatment

Treatment

Treatment 1

Treatment 2

Government should reduce inequality
Raising taxes on richer citizens to reduce budget deficit

Welfare spending

Social security spending

Government should reduce inequality
Raising taxes on richer citizens to reduce budget deficit
Welfare spending

Social security spending

Government should reduce inequality
Raising taxes on richer citizens to reduce budget deficit
Welfare spending

Social security spending

56

% treatment effect on
voting explained by
this mechanism

8.05
9.80

-5.53
-4.19

9.72
11.84
-6.68
-5.06

6.73
8.20
-4.63
-3.50

% treatment effect on
protesting explained
by this mechanism

44.25
35.30

39.36
8.51

43.56
34.74

38.74
8.38

38.72

30.88

34.44
7.44

% treatment effect on
petition explained by
this mechanism

11.21
13.60

1.84
5.58

13.13
15.92
2.16
6.54

9.70
11.76
1.60
4.83



Table J4. Mediation analysis - including treatment in equation 4

Effect of
treatment on
candidate
mediator

Government should reduce inequality 0.092"
[0.049]
0.102"
[0.050]
17717
[0.380]
1.072™
[0.306]

Raising taxes on richer citizens ...
Welfare spending

Social security spending

Voting

Association of % treatment effect
mediator with on the outcome

Protesting

Association of
mediator with the

% treatment
effect on the

the outcome explained by this  outcome variable outcome
variable mechanism explained by this
mechanism

0.122™ 8.77 0.313™ 45.71
[0.021] [0.030]

0.116™ 9.24 0.245™ 39.67
[0.021] [0.031]

0.003 415 0.019™ 53.41
[0.003] [0.004]

0.002 1.68 0.004 6.81
[0.003] [0.005]

0.136™
[0.012]
0.120™
[0.013]
0.006™
[0.002]
0.005"
[0.002]

Petition AGAINST austerity

Association of
mediator with the
outcome variable

% treatment
effect on the
outcome
explained by this
mechanism

13.03

12.75

11.07

5.58

Note: ‘Voting’ refers to the probability that the respondent would be to ‘Vote for a candidate for public office because of their position on austerity’. Answers range from 1
(Definitely would not) to 4 (Definitively would). ‘Signing a petition AGAINST austerity’ is a dummy variable. Control variables include gender, age bracket, ethnic background,
being married, living in the UK, university degree, being in paid employment (full or part-time), income class, trust in government, being ‘left wing’ / ‘left center’. Standard errors

in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.
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Table J5. Mediation analysis by treatment - including treatment in equation 4

Treatment

Treatment 1

Treatment 2

Government should reduce inequality
Raising taxes on richer citizens to reduce budget deficit

Welfare spending

Social security spending

Government should reduce inequality
Raising taxes on richer citizens to reduce budget deficit
Welfare spending

Social security spending

Government should reduce inequality
Raising taxes on richer citizens to reduce budget deficit
Welfare spending

Social security spending

% treatment effect on
voting explained by
this mechanism

8.77
9.24

4.15
1.68

10.59
11.16
5.01
2.02

7.34
7.73
3.47
1.40
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% treatment effect on
protesting explained
by this mechanism

45.71
39.67

53.41
6.81

44.99

39.05

52.58
6.70

39.99

34.71

46.73
5.96

% treatment effect on
petition explained by
this mechanism

13.03
12.75

11.07
5.58

15.26
14.93
12.96
6.54

11.27
11.03
9.57
4.83



Appendix K: Heterogeneity analysis

Ideological position. In the analysis in Table K1, we investigate the interaction between
someone’s ideological position and their response to any of the two treatments. The data shows
that individuals who categorize themselves as left-center are more likely to be politically active, but
this effect is largely independent of the treatments itself, except for 17o#ing. The treatments seem
to particularly motivate this subgroup to vote, although the effects are comparatively small.

Table K1: Impact of Exposure to Austerity and Exposure to Austerity Deprived on political participation
considering political position

Voting Protesting Petition AGAINST
austerity
(1) (2) (3)
Treatment 1 -0.014 -0.047 0.051
[0.062] [0.093] [0.039]
Left-center 0.215™ 0.713™ 0.367™
[0.065] [0.097] [0.040]
Treatment 1 * Left-center 0.239™ 0.196 0.055
[0.091] [0.136] [0.056]
Treatment 2 0.033 -0.002 0.072"
[0.062] [0.093] [0.039]
Treatment 2 * Left-center 0.264™ 0.177 0.089
[0.090] [0.135] [0.056]
Obs. 1,476 1,476 1,476
R-squared 0.092 0.186 0.232

Note: ‘Voting’ refers to the probability that the respondent would be to ‘Vote for a candidate for public office
because of their position on austerity’. Answers range from 1 (Definitely would not) to 4 (Definitively would).
‘Protesting’ refers to an individual's willingness to protest austerity. Answers range from 1 (Definitely will not) to 5
(Definitively will). ‘Signing a petition AGAINST austerity’ is a dummy variable. Controls variables include gender,
age bracket, ethnic background, being married, living in the UK, university degree, being in paid employment (full
or part-time), income class, trust in government, being ‘left wing’ or ‘left center’. Standard errors in parentheses.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.
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Trust in government. Table K2 shows the effect of Exposure to Austerity and Exposure to Austerity
Deprived on political participation when considering trust in government. Overall, we do not find
evidence that individuals who have higher trust in government respond to the treatments
differently than those who have less trust.

Table K2: Impact of Exposure to Austerity and Exposure to Austerity Deprived on political participation
considering trust

Voting Protesting Petition AGAINST austerity
(1) (2) (3)
Treatment 1 -0.120 -0.292 -0.116
[0.186] [0.279] [0.116]
Trust -0.069" 0.055 0.049"
[0.039] [0.059] [0.024]
Treatment 1 *Trust 0.066 0.103 0.059"
[0.055] [0.082] [0.034]
Treatment 2 -0.207 -0.146 0.033
[0.187] [0.280] [0.116]
Treatment 2 * Trust 0.110™ 0.069 0.024
[0.055] [0.082] [0.034]
Obs. 1,476 1,476 1,476
R-squared 0.088 0.185 0.233

Note: ‘Voting’ refers to the probability that the respondent would be to ‘Vote for a candidate for public office
because of their position on austerity’. Answers range from 1 (Definitely would not) to 4 (Definitively would).
‘Protesting’ refers to an individual's willingness to protest austerity. Answers range from 1 (Definitely will not) to 5
(Definitively will). ‘Signing a petition AGAINST austerity’ is a dummy variable. Controls variables include gender,
age bracket, ethnic background, being married, living in the UK, university degree, being in paid employment (full
or part-time), income class, trust in government, being ‘left wing’ or ‘left center’. Standard errors in parentheses.
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.10.
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