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Abstract

Who we act pro-socially towards and want to redistribute to is at the heart of many economic
and political questions, and a key piece is to understand who individuals consider is in their
in-group. Through two complementary experiments on charitable giving in Mexico, I study
how environmental primes interact with group attachment to determine whether a subject’s ingroup includes the whole nation or a smaller region. Primes and attachments are substitutes:
priming the nation only affects those who are more attached to their region, leading them to act
like those more attached to the nation, which has no impact on total contributions. Those more
attached to the region widen their in-group, but their in-group generosity diminishes. Thus,
priming a broad group results in its members getting the watered-down pro-sociality of those
attached to a more constricted group.
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The question of who we act pro-socially towards and want to redistribute to is key to understanding
the important topics of discrimination (Li, 2020), public good provision (Shayo, 2020), redistributive politics (Costa-Font and Cowell, 2015) and charitable giving (Kessler and Milkman, 2018).
A common finding in the literature is in-group bias: individuals tend to act pro-socially towards
those who are like them (Akerlof and Kranton, 2005, 2010, Chen and Li, 2009). However, an
individual is similar and different from any other on a variety of social categories (such as race,
gender or age). Which of the multiple social categories are relevant to determine an individual’s ingroup? A prominent hypothesis in economics, political science and psychology is that the number
of people we act pro-socially towards can increase by increasing the salience of a broad in-group
that nests another—e.g., a shared nation instead of distinct ethnicities, distinct religions, or distinct
sub-national regions (Gaertner and Dovidio, 2000, Robinson, 2016, Chen, Li, Liu, and Shih, 2014,
Li, de Oliveira, and Eckel, 2017, Gallier, Goeschl, Kesternich, Lohse, Reif, and Römer, 2019).
However, work on social identity states that in addition to the salience of a category, the strength
of attachment to that category is also relevant for determining whether the category affects an
individual’s behavior (Benjamin, Choi, et al., 2010).1
This paper studies how salience and group attachment jointly determine who is included in
an individual’s in-group, and how much impact the in-group has on behavior. In particular, are
salience and attachment substitutes or complements in determining a subject’s in-group, and does
pro-sociality towards the in-group depend on its size? I study these questions using Mexican
subjects, focusing on whether their in-group includes all Mexicans, or is constricted to the subject’s
region within Mexico.2 My main outcome variable is a subject’s donation to beneficiaries in states
1

The work on social identity is vast and hard to summarize. Social identity theory is an umbrella term for a set of
theories that broadly state that the social categories an individual belongs to and the emotional significance they attach
to them affects their behavior (e.g. Turner and Reynolds, 2012, Tajfel, 1981, Tajfel and Turner, 1979). The theories
were articulated by social psychologists (Swann and Bosson, 2010), and later adopted by economists. Social identity
shapes behavior in important ways, affecting investment in education (Akerlof and Kranton, 2002), test performance
(Shih, Pittinsky, and Ambady, 1999, Steele and Aronson, 1995), honesty (Cohn, Fehr, and Maréchal, 2014), and work
performance (Akerlof and Kranton, 2005), to name a few.
2
Nested social categories are of particular interest since increasing the members in the in-group increases the scope
of pro-sociality, and a broader social category is generally available. Other work has also considered priming nested
identities and measured in-group biases, but do not consider heterogeneous impacts on group attachment (Gaertner
and Dovidio, 2000, Charnysh, Lucas, and Singh, 2014, Transue, 2007, with Chen et al., 2014) looking at primes in
strategic situations.
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in Mexico, which I use with two goals: to determine the in-group by measuring biases in donations,
and to determine pro-sociality by measuring the level of donation.
I follow the literature in predicting that an in-group is shaped by the social category that is
salient or to which the subject is attached. A subject attached to her region will have that region
as her in-group, reflected in an in-region bias. A subject attached to the nation, or for whom the
nation is salient, will have the nation as her in-group, reflected in a lack of in-region bias.
However, it is not obvious from the literature how those attached to their region and those
attached to the nation will respond to an increase in salience of the nation. Salience and attachment
may be complements, in that those those who are both attached to the nation and for whom the
nation is salient behave the most generous towards nation members. Or salience and attachment
may be substitutes, in that those who are attached to the nation (whatever the salience of the
nation) behave similarly to those for whom the nation is salient (whatever the group attitude). The
experiments presented here will distinguish between these two hypotheses. Note that, depending
on whether salience and attachment are complements or substitutes, primes will have different
effects on the distribution of donations and their overall level.
In a first experiment with Mexican subjects, I elicit each subjects’ region as well as their attachment to the region and nation.3 This elicitation provides me with a baseline measurement of
whether subjects are “regionalists” (more attached to their region) or “nationalists” (more attached
to their nation). Note that I measure group attachment as being relatively more attached to one
group over the other. Two weeks later, I expose them to a petition to donate to beneficiaries in a
recipient state in Mexico. There were two color schemes for each petition: a neutral scheme and
a nationalist scheme with the colors of the Mexican flag. The nationalist color scheme is meant to
make the nation more salient, and I refer to it as the “national prime”, or simply as the prime.
The evidence supports that salience and attachment are substitutes in determining the in-group,
3

I elicited attachment to the region and attachment to the nation separately on a Likert scale, which allows me to
measure absolute attachment to each category as well as relative attachment to one category over the other. Past work
often measures absolute attachment to one social category (e.g. Ahmed and Salas, 2011, Gupta, Mahmud, Maitra,
Mitra, and Neelim, 2018, Gallier et al., 2019, Chuah, Hoffmann, Ramasamy, and Tan, 2014), or only measures relative attachment to two nested social categories (e.g. Depetris-Chauvin, Durante, and Campante, 2018, , as does the
Afrobarometer). This potentially confounds absolute and relative strength of attachment.
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and that a broader in-group diminishes pro-sociality towards in-group members. I find no overall
impact of the prime, nor a significant overall in-region bias without the prime. Nationalists are not
biased for or against their region without the prime, and the prime does not affect their behavior.
There is however an in-region bias without the prime among regionalists, with a bias that is 52% of
their average donation. Regionalists are affected by the prime, leading them to act like nationalists
by displaying no bias for or against their region.4 In particular, the prime has a countervailing effect
on regionalists, decreasing donations to the in-region and increasing donations to the out-region. I
find qualitatively similar, though insignificant results for a question about support for a policy that
would redistribute towards subjects’ assigned recipient state.5
In sum, priming the broad category (the nation) shifts how the subjects attached to the more
constricted category (the regionalists) allocate their pro-sociality across different groups, but since
the broadening of the in-group dampens the strength of pro-sociality, there is no overall effect on
donations. The prime only has a redistributive effect.
I develop a simple model that captures the results, with the key features that salience and
attachments are substitutes, and that increasing the size of the in-group diminishes pro-sociality
to in-group members. Subjects trade off the utility they get from acting selfishly with the utility
they get from benefiting a recipient. The recipient shares a broad social category with the subject
and may or may not share a more constricted social category. The subject has an in-group bias,
giving extra weight to the utility of an in-group member, a weight that is inversely proportional
to the size of the in-group. Whether the broad or constricted category is the subject’s in-group
depends on a threshold function of the relative salience of and the relative attachment to each
social category, which are substitutes. Note that those more attached to the broad social category
(in my experiment, the nationalists) won’t be affected by the prime—that is, there is a saturation
effect given the substitutability of salience and attachment.
4

Although pre-analysis plans were not custom at the time of the experiment, I did recognize the potential for this
heterogeneity, as evidenced by the fact that I block-randomized by strength of attachment.
5
Considering regions as subsets of states in a nation is natural for redistributive questions, which are often about
whether some states in a country should subsidize others (Dixit and Londregan, 1998), and because national leaders
may favor their region defined in this way (Hodler and Raschky, 2014). However, past experiments have focused on
more granular regions such as neighborhoods (Gallier et al., 2019, Li et al., 2017).
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Further tests in the experiment were designed to test for a variety of mechanisms behind the
main result. First, I show that the prime does make the nation salient, does not make anything
else salient, and does not provide information about a battery of variables through which the prime
could have affected behavior. This provides evidence that the prime was an effective instrument of
national salience (van Hoorn, 2018) and goes further than past work in doing so. Second, I provide
evidence that the regionalists think of their region as their in-group without the prime, and think
of their nation as their in-group with the prime. In particular, without the prime, regionalists at
the endline continue to be relatively more attached to their region, and to think of states more in
terms of their region than their nation. However, the prime nudges regionalists into thinking of
themselves and of states more like nationalists think of themselves and of states. Third, I show
that the results do not hold if I instead consider heterogeneity in absolute group attachment to the
region, the nation, or to both. Further, the prime does not affect absolute attachment.
In a complementary experiment, I placed the same donation petitions as cards sold in the
cashiers of 330 supermarkets across 9 states in Mexico. Since the experiment is done in a realworld setting, I am not able to elicit subjects’ idiosyncratic definitions of regions or measure their
strengths of attachment to their region and nation.
Like in the first experiment, the prime does not have an aggregate impact on donations. However, here I do find a significant aggregate in-region bias without the prime that disappears with the
national prime. To develop a working definition of region in the second experiment, I use the baseline of the first experiment to show that contiguity and Euclidean distance between states are good
predictors of how subjects define their region,6 and show that the results hold for these metrics. In
the second experiment I find that, without the prime, the in-region bias is 28% of the average sale
of donation petitions, and that there is a statistically insignificant bias with the prime. One interpretation of these results is that the proportion of regionalists in the second experiment is higher
than in the first. Consistent with this interpretation, the 28% in-region bias is in between the first
experiment’s regionalist in-region bias without the prime (52% increase over the average donation)
6

This is not immediately obvious, as a standard approach to define sub-national regions is as partitions of states
within a country (Van Young, 1992, Unger, 2005), and not in terms of proximity to each state.
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and overall regional bias (12% increase over the average donations, although insignificant).
My work differs from past models of social identity in two interrelated ways. First, past work
has either focused on the impact of salience (Cohn and Maréchal, 2016, Benjamin, Choi, and
Fisher, 2016, Kuziemko, Norton, Saez, and Stantcheva, 2015) or of group attachment (Goette,
Huffman, and Meier, 2006, Depetris-Chauvin et al., 2018). This approach has taught us a lot
about how social identity impacts behavior, but we need to study both simultaneously in order to
understand how they interact. Understanding the heterogeneous impact of a prime also helps shed
light on the challenge priming experiments have had with replication rates.7 Second, the focus of
past papers that look at the impact of a prime on in-group bias has been on the change in the bias,
and not on change in the level of support. By considering the levels, this paper provides evidence
that in-groups that are broader (whether induced by strength of attachment or by salience) lead to
smaller donations than more constricted in-groups.8
Recent work in cultural economics has documented the existence of two main modes of morality: a “communal” morality that provides a higher weight to those that are closer, and a “universal”
morality which weights all equally but with less weight than the communal morality puts on those
who are closest (Enke, Rodrı́guez-Padilla, and Zimmermann, 2019, 2020). My work shows that
those who identify with the more constricted social category act as if they hold a communal morality, while those who identify with the broader social category act as if they hold a more universal
morality. Critically, I also show that the pattern of donations can be manipulated in the short term
via environmental cues. Since salience and attachment are substitutes, primes do not increase
overall pro-sociality, keeping the pro-sociality “budget” fixed but reallocating its distribution—a
pattern that is also found when comparing communal and universal moralities. The evidence suggests that the moral systems, which in Enke (2019) are taken as persistent traits, can be modified
in the short term via predictable manipulations.
7

There is much experimental work that shows that priming social categories can affect behavior (Cohn and
Maréchal, 2016) although it has failed in some contexts and there have been problems with replication of results
(Fryer, Levitt, and List, 2008; Open Science Collaboration, 2015; but see Gilbert, King, Pettigrew, and Wilson, 2016).
8
Outside of economics, Robinson (2016) has considered attachment and salience simultaneously, but by focusing
on whether primes can diminish bias, does not address the questions raised here.
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Model

Here I present a model with the key features that attachment and salience are substitutes, and that
the pro-sociality towards in-group members are inversely proportional to the size of the group. I
will show that these assumptions capture the main experimental results.
A decision-maker (she) must decide a distribution d ∈ [0, 1] to allocate to a recipient (he) out of
an endowment of 1. The decision can be thought of as a donation to a recipient, or as the amount of
support towards a redistributive policy that benefits a recipient state. The decision-maker receives
a consumption benefit of v(1 − d) from allocating d, with v increasing and convex (v 0 > 0 and
v 00 < 0).
In addition to her consumption utility, she receives a benefit linear in d, which captures her
utility from helping the recipient. The linear benefit is multiplied by a term which is higher if
the recipient is an in-group member, and decreasing in the size of the in-group. In particular, the
decision-maker’s utility u is equal to:

u(d) = v(1 − d) +

hγ
x

i

1in + 1 d

where γ > 0 is the in-group multiplier, x > 0 is the size of the in-group, and 1in is an indicator
function equal to one if the recipient is of the same group as the decision-maker. I will now specify
how the indicator function is determined.
The recipient is one of two observable types: a member of the same constricted group and of
the same broad group as the decision-maker (ρ = {c, b}), or a member of a different constricted
group but of the same broad group as the decision-maker (ρ = {b}). When the decision-maker is
making a decision, she either identifies with the constricted group or with the broad group. Which
group she identifies with depends on her relative strength of attachment to the broad group versus
the constricted group (a ∈ R), and to the relative salience of the broad group versus the constricted
group (s ∈ R). In particular, there is a threshold function f (s + a) which is equal to b for s + a

7

above some threshold φ ∈ R, and equal to c otherwise. The indicator function is then:

1in =




1 if f (s + a) ∈ ρ


0 if f (s + a) ∈
/ρ

That is, the indicator function is equal to one if the decision-maker identifies with the constricted
group (f = c) and the recipient is part of the constricted group (c ∈ ρ), or if the decision-maker
identifies with the broad group (f = b) and the recipient is part of the broad group (b ∈ ρ).
I focus on two values of salience and of strength of attachment: high salience (sH ) and low
salience (sL ), as well as high strength of attachment (aH ) and a low strength of attachment (aL ).
To capture the results, I make the following assumption.
Assumption 1. min{sH + aL , sL + aH } > φ > sL + aL
A decision-maker with low salience and low strength of attachment identifies with the constricted group. Otherwise, she identifies with the broad group.
Finally, I also denote xc and xb as the group sizes of the constricted and broad groups, respectively. Naturally, the constricted group is smaller: xc < xb . To simplify notation, let h(z) ≡
0

1 − v −1 (z), and note that h is an increasing function of z.
Result 1. Suppose Assumption 1 holds. The optimal donation d∗ as a function of salience, strength
of attachment and the group the recipient is from, is given by Table 1.
Regionalists (aL )

No Prime (sL )
Prime (sH )

Nationalists (aH )
In-Region
(c ∈ ρ) 
γ
h
+1
 xc

γ
h
+1
xb

Out-Region
(c ∈
/ ρ)
No Prime (sL )

h(1)

h

γ
+1
xb



Prime (sH )

In-Region
(c ∈ ρ) 
γ
h
+1
 xb

γ
h
+1
xb

Out-Region
/ ρ) 
(c ∈
γ
h
+1
 xb

γ
h
+1
xb

Table 1: Donations by Strength of Attachment, Salience and Recipient Characteristics

Recalling that the constrained group is smaller than the broad group (xc < xb ),The highest donation comes from regionalists contributing to their region without the prime. The lowest donation
8

comes from regionalists contributing outside of their region with the prime. In all other circumstances, that is for regionalists with the prime or for nationalists, contributions are in the middle.
Regionalists therefore display an in-region bias without the prime but no regional bias with the
prime, while nationalists display no regional bias.
In the experiment I do not find an overall effect of the prime, and I find differing results in both
experiments. I show that this is consistent with the theory in Appendix A, and further show that
the aggregate in-region bias is larger as the proportion of regionalists increases.

2

Experiment 1

2.1

Experiment 1: Design

The experiment is comprised of two stages. I first elicited subjects’ regions, the strength of attachment to their region, to their nation, and sociodemographic characteristics. Two to three weeks
later, I exposed subjects to a donation petition, and afterwards elicited donations, redistributive
policy preferences, and several other outcome variables.
The partner I worked with is Un Kilo de Ayuda, a Mexican NGO focused on child development
in Mexico. I collaborated with them in designing the donation petitions, which I used in both experiments. Un Kilo de Ayuda has raised funds through donation petition cards sold at supermarket
cashiers for over 25 years. The front side of a petition card will be shown on screen for Experiment
1, while the actual card will be displayed in supermarkets in Experiment 2.
Sample and Recruitment.— College students from ITAM, a private university in Mexico, took
part in two short online surveys between October 13th and December 8th, 2015. ITAM students
provided a convenience sample of Mexicans with a reasonable geographical variation, who would
be highly likely to use email and cellphones.9
In November 2015, the approximately 5,000 students at ITAM were sent four email invitations
9

Using ITAM students also allowed me to recruit subjects through the university’s listserv, in order to increase
response rates, and to increase control of who was answering.
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in the space of two weeks to take part in a two-part study consisting of a baseline survey and an
endline survey. They were not offered a fee for taking part in the baseline experiment, and did
not know they would be offered a fee to take part in the endline. There were 775 subjects who
participated in the baseline survey, and 571 of those returned for the endline. Both the baseline
and endline were designed and run through Qualtrics, and each took approximately ten minutes to
complete. The survey questions can be found in Online Appendix E.
Experimental Design.—In order to avoid experimenter demand effects, the procedure ensured
the anonymity of subjects. In the baseline, I asked subjects for their emails in order to be able
to follow up with them for the endline, and to identify them for payment. Payments were made
in sealed envelopes delivered by an administrative assistant at ITAM who was blind to the study
details. Subjects were informed that their emails would not be shared outside the research team,
and no one in the research team interacted with the subjects.
The experiment was conducted in two rounds in order to test for the heterogeneous impact of
strength of attachment, while minimizing possible efforts to act consistently with past responses.
Indeed, subjects may feel compelled to make decisions consistent with how they answered questions about how strongly they are attached to their region and to their nation. I avoided this concern
in several ways. First, there were at least two weeks of separation between the baseline and the
endline, allowing for past responses to become less salient. Second, the baseline survey asked
a host of socio-demographic questions in addition to the questions about strength of attachment,
making the purpose of the experiment less obvious. Third, subjects were exposed to a donation
petition to benefit a single state, making the comparison of in-region and out-region states less
obvious to any single subject.
The baseline survey had five categories of questions: demographic characteristics, political
views, views on charitable giving, perception of state income, and questions to determine strength
of attachment to their region and the nation. Strength of attachment was determined in the following manner: I first asked subjects to indicate which state they felt most strongly connected to. I
then determined their region by asking them to indicate on a map which states they considered to
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be part of the same region as the state they chose. After asking about their region, I simultaneously
asked them about their attachment to their nation and to the region on a 5-point Likert scale each.
To randomize, between the baseline and the endline I assigned to each subject four states, one
of which would be chosen randomly at the beginning of the endline: a state in their region that
would be presented along with the prime, a state in their region that would not be presented with
the prime, a state outside their region that would be presented with the prime, and a state outside
their region that would not be presented with the prime. In order to select these four states, I block
randomized on subject’s relative attachment, or the difference between their reported attachment
to the region and the nation. I also balanced the distribution of state incomes inside and outside
each region, as a way of controlling for donations based on the need of each state.10
Because I assigned treatments at the beginning of the second round, I am not concerned about
attrition between the first round and the second round. However, although relatively small, there
is an increasing amount of attrition as the second round of the survey progressed. Sixteen subjects
dropped out before completing the first question, and by the end of the experiment there were 555
subjects. Online Appendix D.1 shows the results for the balance tests. In general, I found good
balance on the prime and the in-region across a range of variables.
Between two and three weeks after they filled out the baseline survey, I invited subjects to fill
out the endline survey. I announced that I would raffle several 100 peso prizes (approximately 7
US dollars at the time) with about a 10% chance of winning. Subjects were told that they would
be exposed to the design of a card used for fund-raising, some of which were used in the field.
Subjects in the endline survey were exposed to a donation petition towards helping child development efforts in their assigned state.11 An example of these cards can be seen in Figure 8 in Online
Appendix B. The cards feature the name of the NGO, three indigenous children and the caption
‘Thanks for nourishing the children of [Name of state]’. The card varies on two dimensions: the
name of the state, and whether or not it contains nationalist colors. The nationalist colors, which
10

Details of the randomization can be found in Online Appendix B.
At the time of the experiment, Un Kilo de Ayuda worked in only six of the 32 states in Mexico. I told all subjects
that their donation would go to Un Kilo de Ayuda’s efforts in their assigned states if they were working there, or to
another NGO working on similar issues if they were not.
11
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are the colors of the flag, replace the teal color of the alternative version in the card’s frame and in
the letters of the name of the state. Subjects were exposed to only one donation petition, and were
randomly assigned to an in-region or out-region card with either the teal or the nationalists colors.
I will refer to the nationalist colors as the “prime”.
Outcomes.— The endline survey had four types of questions. The first type of questions were
meant to test for allocation decisions, our main outcome variables. I had two variables to capture
this. The first was a dictator game, in which subjects were told that, in case they won a 100 peso
prize, they could allocate any part of the prize to beneficiaries from the donation petition. About
10% of subjects received the prize, which was raffled among all endline participants. The second
question was about redistribution. I asked how in favor they were of a policy that would tax the
nation and whose benefits were concentrated on the state they were assigned. This second question
is purely hypothetical, so the results should be taken more advisedly.
The second type of questions were related to the donation petition, the NGO or the recipient
state. I asked an open ended question in which I asked subjects to give 5 words that came to mind
after seeing the donation petition.12 I also asked questions regarding the efficiency of the NGO,
the political parties ruling the state, organizations tied to the NGO, the poverty level of the state,
and the poverty of the beneficiaries, as well as about the perceived attractiveness of the card. The
purpose of these questions were to test whether the prime was an effective instrument of salience.
I used the questions to test whether the prime made the nation salient, whether something else
became salient, and whether subjects exposed to the prime updated beliefs about the NGO or the
beneficiaries.
I am interested in providing evidence, additional to the allocation and redistribution decisions,
of whether subjects’ in-groups were affected by the prime. I cannot ask subjects directly what their
in-group is. However, the third and fourth type of questions seek to get at the in-group indirectly.
I reasoned that a subject’s in-group will be reflected in whether it is regions or the nation that
subjects use to categorize states (the third type of question), and to identify with (the fourth type of
12

This was the first question I asked so it was open ended to avoid nudging future answers in any direction.
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question). The main question for the third type of question is ‘When you think of [Name of state],
is it easier for you to think of it as part of a region or as part of Mexico?’. I asked this question not
only of the assigned state, but of the three other states as well.13 A related question I asked was
whether the subject thought the state is similar to other states in Mexico. This question helps shed
light on whether a change in categorization induced by the prime also changes the perception of
state characteristics.
The fourth type of question asked the same regional and nationalist attachment questions as in
the baseline. As I mentioned earlier, I did not want subjects to answer based on their memory of
what they answered in the baseline, which is part of why the endline survey came two weeks after
the baseline.
Table 2 summarizes the design of the first experiment.
Baseline Questions
Sociodemographic questions
State X subject has strongest connection to
Region Y subject believes corresponds to state X
Attachment to region Y and to nation
Randomization
Endline Questions (Two to Three Weeks After Baseline)
Exposition to donation petition according to random assignment (inregion or out-region with or without the prime)
Free word association and NGO name guess
Donation decision
Questions about NGO, state
Redistributive policy preference
Attachment to region Y and to nation

Table 2: Design of Experiment 1

2.2

Experiment 1: Data

Summary statistics of the subjects are found in Table 3, which focuses on subjects who only took
the first and second round of the online experiment (the summary statistics for the sample who
took the first-round survey is similar).

13

Recall that in the randomization procedure, I had assigned four states to each subject: two in-region states and
two out-region states. In this category of questions, subjects were asked about these four states.
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Number of Subjects at Beginning of Endline

No Prime
281

Prime
290

Total
571

0.62
(0.49)
20.79
(2.12)
0.56
(0.50)
0.80
(0.40)
0.50
(0.50)
0.10
(0.29)
0.04
(0.20)
0.16
(0.37)
0.50
(0.50)

0.56
(0.50)
20.71
(2.07)
0.60
(0.49)
0.77
(0.42)
0.48
(0.50)
0.08
(0.27)
0.04
(0.20)
0.14
(0.35)
0.51
(0.50)

0.59
(0.49)
20.75
(2.09)
0.58
(0.49)
0.78
(0.41)
0.49
(0.50)
0.09
(0.28)
0.04
(0.20)
0.15
(0.36)
0.51
(0.50)

65.95
(40.02)
0.49
(0.50)
3.98
(2.36)
0.41
(0.49)
0.30
(0.46)
0.21
(0.41)
0.19
(0.40)
0.36
(0.48)

61.31
63.59
(42.16) (41.15)
0.48
0.49
(0.50)
(0.50)
4.13
4.06
(2.33)
(2.34)
0.44
0.42
(0.50)
(0.49)
0.31
0.31
(0.46)
(0.46)
0.27
0.24
(0.44)
(0.43)
0.17
0.18
(0.38)
(0.39)
0.41
0.39
(0.49)
(0.49)

Socio-demographic characteristics
Male
Age
Mestizo
Self-Reported Top 4 Income Deciles
From Mexico City
From State of Mexico
From Oaxaca
Regionalist (More Attached To Region Than to Nation)
Strictly More Attached To Nation Than To Region

Outcome variables
Donation Out of 100 Pesos
Was Assigned An In-Region State
Number of States in In-Region
Thinks Of Assigned State As Part Of A Region
Thinks Of Assigned State Like Others In Nation
Concentrated Redistributive Policy
Regionalist in Endline Survey
Strictly More Attached to Nation, Endline Survey

Table 3: Sample Summary Statistics For Experiment 1 (Among All Subjects Who Began The
Endline)
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There are 62% of subjects who are male, with an average age of 20.79, 56% of whom selfreport as mestizo, and 80% self-report as begin in the top 4 income deciles in Mexico. Half
of subjects reported that they are most connected to Mexico City, 10% to neighboring State of
Mexico, 4% to Oaxaca, and the rest to the other states in Mexico with a proportion of less than
4%. Regionalists—those who are more attached to their region than to the nation on a Likert
scale, are 15% of subjects. There were 50% who are strictly more attached to the nation than their
region (recall that I reserve the label “nationalists” for those weakly more attached to the nation).
Online Appendix D shows the joint distribution of baseline reported attachment to the region and
the nation. Consistent with the fact that I randomized, there are 0.49 percent of donation petitions
that had the prime, and 0.49 percent of donation petitions assigned to a subjects’ in-region.
On average, subjects gave 63 of their 100 pesos to the NGO beneficiaries (52% gave their full
endowment). As can be seen from Figure 1, the distributions of donations is right-skewed—about
half gave all of their endowment to the charity. Because of this right-skewness, I include as an
alternative outcome variable an indicator equal to one if subjects donated all their endowment. On
average, subjects chose 4 states when asked to choose the states that were part of their region.
There are 42% of subjects who find it easier to think of their assigned state as part of a region
rather than part of the nation. There are 31% of subjects who think their assigned state is ‘pretty’
similar or ‘very’ similar to other states in the nation. There are 24% of subjects who were at least
somewhat in favor of a redistributive policy that mostly favored the state they were assigned. In
the endline, 0.19 percent of subjects report being strictly more attached to their region, and 0.36
percent of subjects report being strictly more attached to the nation.
Online Appendix D.1 shows the results for the balance tests. In general, I found good balance
on the prime and the region of the state.
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Figure 1: Distribution of Donations in Experiment 1

2.3

Experiment 1: Results

Empirical specification.—The empirical specification I will use in Experiment 1 is the following:

Yi,s = β0 + βT reatmenti,s + γWi,s + µs + νr + εi

(1)

The outcome variables are labeled Yi,s , with i the subject, s the donor state, or the state the subject
reports having the strongest attachment to, and r the recipient state, or the state subjects are assigned to. The vector of treatment variables is T reatmenti,s . I included donor-state fixed effects,
since in-regions naturally will vary with the donor state. I included recipient state fixed effects to
absorb the motivation that is common across all subjects in donating to a state.14 Finally, I include
a battery of controls, which includes all the questions form the baseline: perceived poverty of the
state, indicator variables for whether the subject voted for one of the main three political parties
at the time (PAN, PRI or PRD), an indicator variable for whether the subject considered she was
in one of the four top deciles of income, indicator variables for whether the subject donated a lot

14

The ideal experiment would randomize not only the recipient state, but the characteristics of the recipient state.
Obviously, I cannot randomize say, the population or economic conditions of a state. The design tries to lessen this
departure from the ideal experiment through fixed effects, by looking at donations to and from many different regions,
and by balancing the wealth of assigned in-region and out-region states.

16

or a little to a battery of organizations, as well as whether she had a lot or a little confidence in
those same organizations, an indicator variable for whether she was weakly attached in absolute
terms to the nation or region, an indicator for whether the subject was male, an indicator variable
for whether she was white, the number of states in her self-defined region, an indicator variable for
whether the region was larger than just her state, the Euclidean distance between her state and the
donor state, and the latitude and longitude of subjects when they began the survey. Given that the
region and the prime were randomized, the controls, which are pre-treatment, simply absorb the
noise in the standard errors (Duflo, Glennerster, and Kremer, 2007). However, I am also interested
in the heterogeneous impact of relative strength of attachment, which was not assigned randomly.
The extra variables therefore serve to control for potential omitted variables. I use robust standard
errors.
Contribution decisions and redistributive policy preferences among regionalists and among
nationalists.—Figure 2 and Table 4 summarize the main results. The outcome variable is Donations, the amount donated by subjects to the donor state. The Figure plots the marginal effects of a
triple-difference specification, taken from column 1 of Table 5. Table 4 displays the same marginal
effects, but also includes the differences, differences-in-differences and triple difference. The results in Figure 2 and Table 4 are meant to be compared to Table 1 of Section 1. Regionalists are
biased towards their in-region without the prime (a difference of 32.28, p-value of 0.045), but they
display no bias with the prime (a difference of -11.52, p-value 0.436). With or without the prime,
nationalists are not biased towards either region. The prime decreases how much regionalists give
to the in-region (a difference of -26.05, p-value 0.100), and insignificantly increases how much
regionalists give to the out- region (a difference of 17.85, p-value 0.180). The difference between
the decrease and the increase is verified by the significant difference-in-difference of regionalists’
donation (a difference of -44.00, p-value of 0.038).
In contrast to regionalists, nationalists do not react to the prime, or to whether the recipient state
is in the in-region or out-region. As can be seen in Table 4, the four differences are insignificant for
nationalists, as is the difference-in-difference. To see that the difference-in-difference is different
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Figure 2: Triple Interaction of Primes, Relative Strength of Attachment and Region on Donations
(Marginal Effects From Column 1 of Table 5)
for regionalists and nationalists, note that the triple difference is significant at the 10% level (39.84, p-value of 0.081).
Nationalists’ donations are also indistinguishable from those of regionalists with the prime.
In results not shown, either of the regionalists’ average donations with the prime is statistically
indistinguishable from any of the four nationalists’ average donation with the prime.
Columns 2 and 3 of Table 5 show the same triple difference specification with different outcome variables. The outcome variable in column 2 is Donates Full $100, an indicator variable
equal to one if the subject donated the full endowment, and the outcome variable in column 3 is
Concentrated Redistribution, an indicator variable equal to one if the subject is somewhat or very
supportive of a redistributive policy with benefits concentrated on their assigned state.
The results in column 2 with Donates Full $100 are similar to the main results (that is, to those
in column 1 with the outcome Donation). Regionalists have a marginally significant in-region bias
without the prime (38% more subjects contribute their full endowment to the in-region, p-value
0.059). There is no in-region bias for regionalists without the prime, or for nationalist with or
without the prime. Regionalists’ difference-in-difference is significant (-52%, p.value 0.045). The
results with Concentrated Redistribution are generally weaker. However, the results are qualita-
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Regionalists
Prime
In-Region 52.82
(11.11)
Out-Region 64.35
(9.58)
Difference In-Region -11.52
vs. Out-Region (14.79)

No Prime
78.88
(11.85)
46.49
(10.20)
32.38**
(16.12)

Difference
Prime vs. No Prime
-26.05*
(15.80)
17.85
(13.28)
-44.00**
Difference-in(21.19)
Difference

No Prime
67.37
(4.91)
63.24
(4.44)
4.13
(7.54)

Difference
Prime vs. No Prime
-5.08
(6.08)
-0.99
(5.53)
-4.16
Difference-in(8.26)
Difference

Nationalists

In-Region
Out-Region
Difference In-Region
vs. Out-Region

Prime
62.29
(4.64)
62.25
(4.58)
0.036
(7.32)

-39.84*
22.75)

Triple
Difference

Table 4: Differences, Differences-in-Differences and Triple Difference of Primes, Relative
Strength of Attachment and Region on Donations (From Column 1 of Table 5)
tively similar. Only regionalists are biased towards their region, and this bias diminishes with the
prime (results not significant). The impact of the prime on nationalists, if anything, is to increase
the bias against the region.
Robustness: Further Breaking Down Heterogeneity.—As a robustness test, Tables 18 and 19
in Online Appendix D look at the heterogeneous impact of primes and regions, breaking down
subjects into three: those strictly more attached to the nation than to the region, those equally
attached to the nation and to the region, and those strictly more attached to the region than to the
nation (this third group is the group of regionalists). In general, the first and second of these groups
act similarly to each other. Furthermore, for the main outcome variable (Donations) the second
group acts a bit more like regionalists than the first.
Aggregate Effects.—I end this section by documenting the lack of a significant overall effect on
primes, the in-region and their interaction, presented in Table 6. The first two columns present the
lack of an aggregate impact of the in-region and of the prime, respectively. The outcome variable
is the amount donated in the allocation decision. The last three columns present a difference-indifference specification for the region and the presence of the prime. The outcome variables are the
amount donated (Donation, column 4), and indicator variable for whether the subject donated their
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Donation
(1)
4.384
(7.541)

Donates
Full $100
(2)
0.0592
(0.0915)

Concent.
Redistr.
(3)
-0.128
(0.0787)

Prime (β2 )

-0.805
(5.535)

0.0285
(0.0689)

-0.00314
(0.0621)

Regionalist (β3 )

-17.30∗
(10.40)

-0.179
(0.136)

-0.197∗∗
(0.0885)

Prime × In-Region (β4 )

-4.164
(8.256)

-0.0589
(0.100)

0.0937
(0.0892)

Regionalist × Prime (β5 )

18.91
(14.29)

0.192
(0.185)

0.150
(0.136)

Regionalist × In-Region (β6 )

28.66∗
(16.18)

0.318
(0.197)

0.276∗
(0.141)

Triple Interaction (β7 )

-39.84∗
(22.75)

-0.461∗
(0.277)

-0.168
(0.226)

4.38
(7.54)

0.06
(0.09)

-0.13
(0.08)

Regionalist, no prime (β1 + β6 )

33.05∗∗
(16.13)

0.38∗
(0.20)

0.15
(0.14)

Nationalist, prime (β1 + β4 )

0.22
(7.30)

0.003
(0.07)

-0.03
(0.08)

Regionalist, prime (β1 + β4 + β6 + β7 )

-10.96
(14.79)

-0.14
(0.19)

0.07
(0.17)

-4.16
(8.26)

-0.06
(0.10)

0.07
(0.17)

-44.00∗∗
(21.19)
63.36
566
0.242
Yes
Yes
Yes

-0.52∗∗
(0.25)
0.516
566
0.234
Yes
Yes
Yes

-0.07
(0.21)
0.243
551
0.235
Yes
Yes
Yes

In-Region (β1 )

In-region bias
Nationalist, no prime (β1 )

Difference-in-difference
Nationalist (β4 )

Regionalist (β4 + β7 )
Dep Variable Mean
Observations
R2
Donor-State FE
Recipient-state FE
Controls

OLS regression with robust standard errors reported in parentheses, donor-state and recipient-state fixed effects, and a battery of controls. Controls include perceived
poverty of the state, indicator variables for whether the subject voted for one of the main three political parties at the time (PAN, PRI or PRD), an indicator variable
for whether the subject considered she was in one of the four top deciles of income, indicator variables for whether the subject donated a lot or a little to a battery
of organizations, as well as whether she had a lot or a little confidence in those same organizations, an indicator variable for whether she was weakly attached in
absolute terms to the nation or region, and indicator for whether the subject was male, an indicator variable for whether she was white, the number of states in her
self-defined region, an indicator variable for whether the region was larger than just her state, the Euclidean distance between her state and the donor state, and
the latitude and longitude of subjects when they began the survey. Donation is the amount the subject donates if he is selected for a 100 peso endowment from
a lottery. Donates Full $100 is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject donates the full endowment. Concentrated Redistribution is an indicator variable
equal to one if the subject is somewhat or very supportive of a redistributive policy whose benefits are concentrated in her assigned recipient state. In-Region is
an indicator variable equal to one if the assigned state is in the subject’s in-region. Prime is an indicator variable equal to one if the donation petition included the
prime. Regionalist is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject was more attached to the region than to the nation. The second panel shows the estimate for
the difference between donations to the in-region and to the out-region, for regionalists or nationalists (those at least as attached to the nation as to the region), and
with or without the prime. The third panel shows the estimate of the difference-in-difference for nationalists and regionalists.
∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗ ∗ ∗ p < .01

Table 5: Triple Interaction of Primes, Relative Strength of Attachment and Region on Three Outcomes
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full endowment (Donates Full $100, column 5), and an indicator variable for whether the subject
was somewhat or very supportive of a redistributive policy that would favor her assigned state
(Concentrated Redistribution, column 6). All the terms of the difference-in-difference specification
are insignificant, and the table further shows that there is no regional bias with or without the prime.
However, note that for both Donation and Donates Full $100, the direction is of a regional bias
without the prime which disappears with the prime. The direction is opposite with Concentrated
Redistribution, which in general provides noisier results, perhaps due to the hypothetical nature of
the question.

Donation
(2)

Donation
(3)
7.752
(7.328)

Donates
Full $100
(4)
0.0973
(0.0898)

Concent.
Redistr.
(5)
-0.0951
(0.0772)

-2.912
(3.835)

1.965
(5.123)

0.0645
(0.0653)

0.0157
(0.0571)

-9.812
(7.667)

-0.126
(0.0932)

0.0719
(0.0824)

With no prime (β1 )

7.75
(7.32)

0.10
(0.09)

-0.10
(0.08)

With prime (β1 + β3 )

-2.10
(6.80)
63.36
566
0.235
Yes
Yes
Yes

-0.03
(0.08)
0.516
566
0.228
Yes
Yes
Yes

-0.02
(0.07)
0.243
551
0.228
Yes
Yes
Yes

Donation
(1)
2.147
(5.932)

In-Region (β1 )
Prime (β2 )
Prime × In-Region (β3 )

In-region bias

Dep Variable Mean
Observations
R2
Donor-state FE
Recipient-state FE
Controls

63.36
566
0.231
Yes
Yes
Yes

63.36
566
0.232
Yes
Yes
Yes

OLS regression with robust standard errors reported in parentheses, donor-state and recipient-state fixed effects, and a battery of controls. Controls include perceived poverty
of the state, indicator variables for whether the subject voted for one of the main three political parties at the time (PAN, PRI or PRD), an indicator variable for whether the
subject considered she was in one of the four top deciles of income, indicator variables for whether the subject donated a lot or a little to a battery of organizations, as well as
whether she had a lot or a little confidence in those same organizations, an indicator variable for whether she was weakly attached in absolute terms to the nation or region,
and indicator for whether the subject was male, an indicator variable for whether she was white, the number of states in her self-defined region, an indicator variable for
whether the region was larger than just her state, the Euclidean distance between her state and the donor state, and the latitude and longitude of subjects when they began the
survey. Donation is the amount the subject donates if he is selected for a 100 peso endowment from a lottery. Donates Full $100 is an indicator variable equal to one if the
subject donates the full endowment. Concentrated Redistribution is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject is somewhat or very supportive of a redistributive policy
whose benefits are concentrated in her assigned recipient state. In-Region is an indicator variable equal to one if the assigned state is in the subject’s in-region. Prime is an
indicator variable equal to one if the donation petition included the prime. The second panel shows the estimate for the difference between donations to the in-region and to
the out-region, with or without the prime.
∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗ ∗ ∗ p < .01..

Table 6: No Overall Impact of the Prime, No Overall Impact of Donating to the In-Region, and No
Impact of the Prime on Aggregate In-Region Bias
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2.4

Experiment 1: Mechanisms

Here I provide evidence to support three claims.
The first is that absolute strength of attachment is not what is relevant for determining the ingroup (Section 2.4.1). The evidence helps disentangle the importance of the relative versus the
absolute strengths of attachment, and bolsters the case that it is relative strength of attachment
which matters.
The second is that the prime was an effective instrument of national salience, making the nation
more salient, but not making anything else salient, and not providing information that could have
affected subjects’ decisions (Section 2.4.2). Establishing that the prime is an effective instrument of
salience is essential to testing for theories of social identity and other theories where the purported
mechanism is salience of a specific concept, and not information transmission (van Hoorn, 2018).
The third is that the regionalists’ in-group did in fact change with the prime, while nationalists’
in-group did not (Section 2.4.3). Although the evidence on donations provide evidence consistent
with this claim, I considered additional evidence as this is a central component of the paper.

2.4.1

Absolute Strength of Attachment Does not Determine The In-Group

Table 20 in Online Appendix D presents the main results (those of column 1 in Table 5), but
substituting my measure of relative strength of attachment for several measures of absolute strength
of attachment. I consider strength of attachment to the region (column 1), to the nation (column
2), and to an average of both (column 3). I do not find significant results for any specification.

2.4.2

The Prime Is An Instrument of National Salience

I undertook two tests to show that the prime is an instrument of national salience.
First, I asked subjects to give five words that came to mind after seeing the card they were
assigned. I then sorted their answers into several categories, and regressed these categories on the
prime. Figure 3 shows the results, with each row capturing an OLS regression result, with the outcome variable on the left-hand side, and the prime as the independent variable. The corresponding
22

Table is in Online Appendix D.4. This test shows that the prime made the nation more salient (the
inclusion restriction of the prime), and that it did not make other concepts salient (the exclusion
restriction of the prime). Indeed, only one other category of answer was marginally statistically
significant (p-value of 0.094).

Figure 3: The Prime Makes Mexico Salient and Nothing Else. Each row is the output of an OLS
regression with robust standard errors, donor-state fixed effects, supermarket-level fixed effects
and controls (from Table 21 in Online Appendix D). The outcome variable is whether the subjects
mentioned the concept on an open-ended question about what comes to mind after observing the
donation petition, while the independent variable is whether the donation petition included the
prime. Outcome variables were categorized by the author.
Second, I tested whether the prime was uninformative. I asked subjects a battery of questions
related to the state and the NGO which subjects could plausibly update on given the prime. Online
Appendix C provides rationales for why the prime could have provided information about these
variables. I regressed the answer to these questions on the prime. I present the results in Figure 4,
where again each row is an OLS regression result, with the outcome variable on the left-hand side,
and the prime as the independent variable. For visual comparison, I divided all the variables by
their standard deviations. The corresponding Table is in Online Appendix D.4. The coefficient is
insignificant in 29 out of 30 regressions, as would be expected if subjects were answering randomly.
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Kids Attended in State
Kids Attended Out of State
Expenditure in State
Expenditure Out of State
NGO Does Fulfill Promises
Finds Card Attractive
Beneficiaries Very Poor
State Perceived Poor
Associated to PRI
Associated to PAN
Associated to PRD
Associated to PT
Associated to PVEM
Associated to MC
Associated to PANAL
Associated to MORENA
Associated to Teletón
Associated to Televisa
Associated to TV Azteca
Associated to Save the Children
Associated to Catholic Church
Associated to INSP
Associated to Health Ministry
Governor From PRI
Governor From PAN
Governor From PRD
Governor Is Independent
Legislature Mostly PAN
Legislature Mostly PRI
Legislature Mostly PRD
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Figure 4: The Prime Does Not Predict Answers To Donation-Relevant Questions About Recipient
State, NGO. Each row is the output of an OLS regression with robust standard errors, donor-state
fixed effects, supermarket-level fixed effects and controls (from Table 22 in Online Appendix D).
The outcome variable is the answer to a factual question mentioned in the left-hand side, while the
independent variable is whether the donation petition included the prime.
2.4.3

The Prime Changes Regionalists’ In-Group

As motivated in Section 2.1, in order to obtain an alternative measurement of subjects’ in-groups,
I asked subjects two types of questions. First, I asked them questions about their assigned state.
Second, I asked them questions about themselves.
The main question regarding subjects’ assigned state was: “Is it easier for you to think of
the state as part of the region or as part of the nation?”. Figure 5 shows the results, estimated
from a difference-in-difference regression specification presented in column 3 of Table 7. The
specification is the same as in (1), except that I ask subjects about four distinct states (including
their assigned state), so an observation is a subject-question and I cluster at the subject level.
Note that without the prime, regionalists find it easier to think of the state as part of the region,
while nationalists find it easier to think of it as part of the nation. Indeed, without the prime regionalists think of states more as part of regions than nationalists. This effect is equal to coefficient
β1 in Table 7—regionalists without the prime are 11% more likely to think of states as part of
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Think Of State As Part Of Region?
.4
.5
.6
.3

No prime

Prime
No prime
Regionalism and Primes
Regionalists

Prime

Nationalists

Figure 5: Prime Changes How Regionalists Think of States (Marginal Effects From Column 3 in
Table 7).
Thinks
of States
as Part
of a Region
(1)
0.0406
(0.0422)

Thinks
of States
As Part
of a Region
(3)
0.111∗∗
(0.0550)

Thinks
State Are
Like Others
(4)
0.0462
(0.0538)

Prime (β2 )

0.0123
(0.0309)

-0.0262
(0.0298)

Regionalist × Prime (β3 )

-0.137∗
(0.0741)

-0.000378
(0.0729)

Regionalists (β2 + β3 )

-0.12∗
(0.07)

-0.02
(0.07)

Nationalists (β2 )

0.01
(0.03)
0.430
2261
566
0.110
Yes
Yes
Yes

-0.03
(0.03)
0.648
2264
566
0.098
Yes
Yes
Yes

Regionalist (β1 )

Thinks
States Are
Like Others
(2)
0.0464
(0.0408)

Prime vs. No prime

Dep Variable Mean
Observations
Clusters
R2
Donor-state FE
Recipient-state FE
Controls

0.430
2261
566
0.108
Yes
Yes
Yes

0.648
2264
566
0.098
Yes
Yes
Yes

The unit of analysis is a state a subject was asked about. Subjects were asked about four states. OLS regression with standard errors clustered at the subject
level reported in parentheses, donor-state and recipient-state fixed effects, and a battery of controls. Controls include perceived poverty of the state, indicator
variables for whether the subject voted for one of the main three political parties at the time (PAN, PRI or PRD), an indicator variable for whether the subject
considered she was in one of the four top deciles of income, indicator variables for whether the subject donated a lot or a little to a battery of organizations,
as well as whether she had a lot or a little confidence in those same organizations, an indicator variable for whether she was weakly attached in absolute
terms to the nation or region, and indicator for whether the subject was male, an indicator variable for whether she was white, the number of states in her
self-defined region, an indicator variable for whether the region was larger than just her state, the Euclidean distance between her state and the donor state,
and the latitude and longitude of subjects when they began the survey. Thinks of States as Part of a Region is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject
reports finding it easier to think of the state as part of a region than as part of a nation. Thinks States Are Like Others is an indicator variable equal to one if
the subject believes the state is similar to others in Mexico. Prime is an indicator variable equal to one if the donation petition included the prime. Regionalist
is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject was more attached to the region than to the nation. The second panel shows the estimate for the difference
between donations with and without the prime, for regionalists or nationalists (those at least as attached to the nation as to the region).

Table 7: Regionalists Without A Prime Think of States More As Part of a Region Than As Part of
a Nation, But Not With A Prime
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regions than are nationalists without the prime (p-value 0.045). Although the prime does not affect
nationalists, it makes regionalists answer like nationalists: with the prime, I cannot statistically distinguish between how regionalists and nationalists think about states. Consistent with the model,
perhaps nationalists are not affected by the prime because their cognition is already saturated with
thinking about states in terms of the nation.
The prime changes whether regionalists categorize states as part of a region or the nation, but
does the prime also make subjects think of states as more similar to each other? Indeed, one
possible explanation of why regionalist donate the same amount to in-region and out-region states
would be that the prime has led them to believe that all states in the nation are comparable. To gain
insight into this question, I asked subjects how much they believe the states they were assigned
were like other states in the country. I find that both overall (column 2 of Table 7), and when
looking at heterogeneous effects (column 4 of Table 7), the prime has an insignificant effect.
To further get at how the in-group was affected by the prime, in the endline I asked the same
baseline questions about their strength of attachment to the region and the nation. Figure 6 plots
the marginal effects of column 4 of Table 8, and shows that the relative attachment of regionalists
diminishes with the prime, but not of nationalists. Table 8 further shows that absolute and relative
strength of identity is persistent. The first three columns show that baseline measures explain
endline regional and national attachment, and whether subjects are classified as regionalists. In
contrast, the prime does not have an aggregate effect on relative or absolute strength of attachment.
Finally, column 5 of Table 8 shows that the prime does not have a heterogeneous impact of absolute
strength of attachment, as measured by the average attachment to the nation and the region.

3

Experiment 2

The second experiment displayed the same donation petitions as in the first, but were placed in
330 supermarkets across nine states in Mexico, and considers aggregate sales over a thirty day
period. This second experiment complements the first by providing a replication test in a real-
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Nationalist Versus Regionalist Attachment, Endline
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No prime

Prime
No prime
Regionalism and Primes
Regionalists

Prime

Nationalists

Figure 6: Prime Affects Relative Strength of Attachment For Regionalists (Marginal Effects From
Column 4 of Table 8)
High
Endline
Regional
Attachment
(1)
0.00483
(0.0402)

Prime (β1 )

High
Endline
National
Attachment
(2)
0.0393
(0.0310)

National
Minus
Regional
Endline
Attachment,
Regionalist
Endline
(3)
(4)
-0.0337
0.000850
(0.0315)
(0.101)

High
Average
Attachment,
Endline
(5)
0.0709
(0.0449)

0.351∗∗∗
(0.0504)

High Baseline Regional Attachment (β2 )

0.553∗∗∗
(0.0528)

High Baseline National Attachment (β3 )

0.437∗∗∗
(0.0649)

-1.237∗∗∗
(0.192)

0.05443
(0.0888)

0.572∗∗
(0.241)

-0.189
(0.1230)

Regionalists (β1 + β5 )

0.57∗∗∗
(0.22)

-0.08
(0.12)

Nationalists (β1 )

0.00
(1.00)
0.298
550
0.335
Yes
Yes
Yes

0.05
(0.04)
0.632
550
0.313
Yes
Yes
Yes

Baseline Regionalist (β4 )
Regionalist × Prime (β5 )

Prime vs. No prime

Dep Variable Mean
Observations
R2
Donor-state FE
Recipient-state FE
Controls

0.644
550
0.392
Yes
Yes
Yes

0.758
550
0.552
Yes
Yes
Yes

0.182
550
0.374
Yes
Yes
Yes

OLS regression with robust standard errors reported in parentheses, donor-state and recipient-state fixed effects, and a battery of controls. Controls include perceived poverty of the state,
indicator variables for whether the subject voted for one of the main three political parties at the time (PAN, PRI or PRD), an indicator variable for whether the subject considered she was in one
of the four top deciles of income, indicator variables for whether the subject donated a lot or a little to a battery of organizations, as well as whether she had a lot or a little confidence in those
same organizations, an indicator variable for whether she was weakly attached in absolute terms to the nation or region, and indicator for whether the subject was male, an indicator variable
for whether she was white, the number of states in her self-defined region, an indicator variable for whether the region was larger than just her state, the Euclidean distance between her state
and the donor state, and the latitude and longitude of subjects when they began the survey. Prime is an indicator variable equal to one if the donation petition included the prime. Regionalist
is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject was more attached to the region than to the nation. High Baseline Regionalist Attachment is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject
reported her strength of attachment to her region as 4 or 5 on a 5-point Likert scale. High Baseline Nationalist Attachment and High Average Attachment are defined analogously. National
Minus Regional Attachment is the difference between the attachment to the nation and the region on the Likert scale. The second panel shows the estimate for the difference between donations
with or without the prime, for regionalists or for nationalists (those as attached to the nation as to the region).
∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗ ∗ ∗ p < .01..

Table 8: Baseline Attachment Predicts Two-Week-Later Endline Attachment; Prime Has An Impact on Relative Strength of Attachment, But Not on Absolute Strength of Attachment
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world setting. At the same time, the design will be limited in that I will not be able to measure
idiosyncratic definitions of regions, strength of attachment, or other follow-up questions.

3.1

Experiment 2: Design

Sample.—At the time of Experiment 2, the donation petitions were in over 4,000 points of sale
around the country. They are roughly the size of a postcard and have images or text inviting
shoppers to donate to the NGO. They are placed at cashiers. They normally don’t include anything
of direct value to the consumer, including in the experiment. Therefore, we can think of the
decision to purchase a donation petition simply as a pro-social action without some additional
material benefit. Through this method the NGO raised approximately 15% of their revenue at the
time of the experiment.
The unit of analysis is a half supermarket. The NGO partner had two barcodes activated per supermarket, which were used exclusively for the cards for the duration of the experiment. Therefore,
each supermarket was assigned two types of cards.
Across the states in the experiment, there is a wide variation in the number of participating
supermarkets. For example, there are 172 supermarkets in the State of Mexico, but only 30 in the
state of Puebla. This fact will affect many design decisions, since some states will have six recipient
states, others only two (duet o power considerations), and there will therefore also be variation in
how close the recipient states are to the donor states. Details of the distribution of cards can be
found in Online Appendix B, including Table 12 which shows how many half-supermarkets were
assigned per state.
I originally assigned donation petitions to six supermarket chains, labeled A to F. Three supermarket chains (Chains D, E, and F) only reported monthly data, and did not provide us with sales
information broken down by bar code. For these reasons, I ended up removing Chains E to F from
the sample in the analysis. I also was not able to place cards in half of the assigned supermarkets
in the state of Nuevo León, since the box with the shipment of cards was lost in the mail.
The study included cards in 330 supermarkets, or 660 half-supermarkets.
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Randomization.—In order to randomize, I first stratified by state and supermarket chain. Within
these state-chain strata, I formed tuples or clusters of supermarkets by matching the supermarkets
and then randomizing the treatments within the tuple (Bruhn and McKenzie, 2009). I matched
supermarkets by minimizing the sum of the Mahalanobis distance of the supermarket’s latitude,
longitude, past sales and number of cashiers for all pairings within the cluster. The procedure
for forming tuples took into account that there was a different number of types of cards per each
state—some states had tuples of 4, while others had tuples of 12.
I also randomized the placement of cards within a supermarket. Within each supermarket, I
needed to decide which cashiers received which of the two cards that were assigned. For each pair
of cashiers, I flipped the virtual equivalent of a fair coin to decide which one would receive which
card.
Spillover concerns.— A possible concern with the design is that consumers may have been
exposed to more than one card, either in the same supermarket or in different supermarkets. I
believe spillovers are not a big concern in the experiment for two reasons. The first is that different
types of cards were placed at different cashier aisles. It is typically difficult to see the cards that
are placed in another cashier, particularly the subtle differences between the designs. One may
still be worried about consumers who visit supermarkets several times during the experiment, who
would be exposed to different cards. Relatedly, the cards might get shuffled across aisles. In order
to minimize these concerns, I focus on the sale of cards for a period of less than a month—when
the card was placed until the end of the month of October 2012. As a robustness test, I rerun the
main results with a period of exposure of around eight days (Online Appendix D).

3.2

Definition of Region

As a preliminary, and before describing the data, I provide evidence from Experiment 1 to show
that contiguity of states and distance to the recipient state are good measures with which to capture
the in-region. There are multiple classifications of Mexico’s regions (Liverman and Cravey, 1992,
Delgadillo Macı́as and Torres Torres, 2011), the question is how to think about them and how they
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affect behavior. In particular, I want a standardized measure that I can use for any state in the
sample, and that can apply to the variation in recipient states and donor states in the sample.
Empirical specification.— I will present results from the following OLS regression:

SameRegioni,s = β0 + βIndV ari,s + γControlsi,s + εi

where SameRegioni,s is a variable equal to one if the subject i chose state s as part of her region.
The data come from the first-round survey in Experiment 1. The regression includes a vector of
independent variables IndV ari,s , and a vector of controls Controlsi,s . I consider two types of
independent variables. First, I consider indicator variables for the minimum number of contiguous
states between state s and the state that subject i identifies with the most. Second, I consider
the Euclidean distance from the supermarket to the recipient state—that is, the sum of squared
differences between latitude and longitude. The control variables are other ways of defining regions
found in the literature (Liverman and Cravey, 1992, Delgadillo Macı́as and Torres Torres, 2011)
and in terms of their geographical location. The regression has standard errors clustered at the
subject level.
Results.— Table 9 shows that a simple measure of contiguity is highly predictive of a subject’s
own region, as is the Euclidean distance from the supermarket to the recipient state. Column 1
shows the results of a regression that only includes the contiguity measures. Column 2 shows
the results of a regression that adds Euclidean distance, as well as a variety of alternatives ways of
defining regions found in the literature—mainly different partitions of the country. The significance
and size of the effects remain largely unchanged, with or without controls.
I will use contiguity in different ways to study in-region bias, as well as the (Euclidean) distance. One simple measure of in-region bias is an indicator variable equal to one if the recipient
state is in the donor state’s in-region, and zero otherwise. Although this is in principle a natural
variable with a simple interpretation, in practice defining such a variable is not so straightforward
in this design. There is a lot of variation in the distribution of contiguous donor states across the
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(1)
Same Region
0.773∗∗∗
(0.0150)

(2)
Same Region
0.552∗∗∗
(0.0182)

One State Away

0.561∗∗∗
(0.0134)

0.446∗∗∗
(0.0151)

Two States Away

0.153∗∗∗
(0.00778)

0.0896∗∗∗
(0.00644)

Three States Away

0.0156∗∗∗
(0.00224)

-0.00152
(0.00397)

0.124
24800
775
0.402

-0.0245∗∗∗
(0.00302)
0.124
24800
775
0.444

No

Yes

Own State

Euclidean Distance
Dep Variable Mean
Observations
Clusters
R2
Controlling for other
definitions of region

There is one observation for each subject and each state. OLS
regression with standard errors clustered at the subject level (in
parentheses). The second column controls for ways of dividing
Mexico into regions used in Unger (2005), Unikel, Ruiz Chiapetto,
Garza, et al. (1976), Bassols Batalla (1999). Further controls include whether the state is on the Northern Border, Southern Border,
next to thee Atlantic, next to the Pacific, landlocked and the state’s
latitude and longitude. The outcome variable is equal to one if the
subject considers the state to be as part of the same region as the
state she is most connected to.
∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗ ∗ ∗ p < .01.

Table 9: A State’s Region Is Determined By Distance To Other States
recipient states in our experiment. Figure 9 in Online Appendix B shows a map of Mexico indicating the donor states and their recipient states. Some states have the closest recipient states two
states away, while others have themselves as a recipient state. I therefore use Table 9 to guide
how I define an in-region. The definition aims to make sure that all states have an in-region and
an out-region, since otherwise the estimates would capture the overall contribution of a state, and
not its bias in contribution.15 The definition further aims to make sure that in-region states neither
include states that are too far away from the donor state, nor exclude states that are relatively close
15

This implies, for example, that Nuevo León’s and Jalisco’s in-regions must include states that are two states
away, while Guerrero’s and Puebla’s in-region must be limited to their own state (since the only other recipient state
is contiguous).
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to the rest of the in-region.
An in-region then always has donor states that are at most two states away (consistent with
the significances in the second column of Table 9), and is always small enough that there is an
out-region with donor states. Subject to these constraints, it includes the two closest contiguities of
states where there are donor states.16 So for example, if a donor state has itself as a recipient state,
it will have as an in-region itself and states that are one state away (unless the only other recipient
states are one state away, in which case those become out-region states).
Although a simple indicator variable for capturing the in-region is necessarily ad hoc to fit the
variation in the distribution of recipient states, I will show in-region bias for a range of measure of
contiguity and Euclidean distance.

3.3

Experiment 2: Data

I analyze the sale of donation petition cards placed in cashiers of 330 supermarkets across nine
states.17 The nine donor states included the six recipient states, plus three other states with large
cities. The cards were sold for 10 pesos (70 US cents at the time) at the cashier checkout. Sample
summary statistics for the supermarkets can be found in Table 10. The supermarkets are from
three large chains, and the municipalities the supermarkets are in are relatively rich: for instance,
the mean human development index in the sample is 0.79, which is in the 96th percentile in the
country. The sales in August 2012, two months before the experiment began, range from 0 to
3,504.7 pesos, with a mean of 478.57 (although I only have past sales data for 313 supermarkets
in the sample).
Online Appendix D.1 shows balance tables in the assignment of primes, in whether the recipi16

For Guerrero, the in-region is made up of Guerrero itself. For Jalisco, the in-region is made up of Sinaloa (2
states away) and Guerrero (2 states away). For Mexico City, the in-region is made up of the State of Mexico (1 state
away), Puebla (2 states away), and Guerrero (2 states away). For Nuevo León, the in-region is made up of Veracruz
(2 states away). For Puebla, the in-region is made up of Puebla itself. For Sinaloa, the in-region is made up of its
own state. For the State of Mexico, the in-region is made up of the State of Mexico itself, Puebla (1 state away) and
Guerrero (1 state away). For Veracruz, the in-region is made up of Veracruz itself. For Yucatán, the in-region is made
up of Yucatán itself.
17
Online Appendix B discusses the selection of supermarkets, as well as supermarkets that I ultimately exclude
from the analysis.
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Number of Supermarkets

No Prime
166

Prime
164

Total
330

In-State

0.151
0.134
0.142
(0.358)
(0.341)
(0.350)
One State Away
0.160
0.171
0.165
(0.367)
(0.377)
(0.372)
Two States Away
0.232
0.232
0.232
(0.423)
(0.423)
(0.422)
Cashiers Per Store
15.072
14.915
14.994
(6.536)
(6.570)
(6.548)
Sales August 2012
471.949
485.154
478.573
(481.635) (531.250) (506.767)
Time in Cashier
21.744
21.497
21.621
(7.502)
(7.692)
(7.592)
Income Per Capita
19761.079 19924.606 19842.347
(7418.097) (7371.425) (7389.780)
Human Development Index
0.786
0.787
0.787
(0.060)
(0.056)
(0.058)
In-Region
0.428
0.430
0.429
(0.495)
(0.496)
(0.495)
Contiguity
2.590
2.601
2.595
(1.798)
(1.762)
(1.779)
Euclidean Distance
5.354
5.399
5.376
(4.243)
(4.200)
(4.218)

Table 10: Sample Summary Statistics for Experiment 2
ent state is the donor state, and in whether the recipient state is in the in-region (defined in Section
3.2). Overall, I find good balance across a range of variables.

3.4

Experiment 2: Results

Here I show that consumers display an aggregate in-region bias in the Experiment 2 without the
prime, and that the prime diminishes this bias, but the prime does not affect overall contributions.
Empirical specification.—I used the following OLS regression specification:

Cardsi,g = β0 + βT reatmenti,g + νs + µr + εg,i
The outcome variable Cardsi,g is the sales of cards per day per cashier during the time in October
2012 when the card was exposed, where g is the supermarket,and i is the half-supermarket. In
Online Appendix D I consider, as an alternative outcome variable, a period of about eight days of
exposure. The vector of treatment variables is T reatmenti,g,s . I included store-level fixed effects
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(νs ) and recipient-state fixed effects (µr ). I use robust standard errors at the half-supermarket level.
Store-level fixed effects play double duty. First, they serve the role of state-level fixed effects,
as they can fully explain these coarser fixed effects. The experimental design is essentially an
aggregation of nine different experiments, one per each donor state. For these different experiments, contribution to a specific state may mean different things (e.g. a card benefiting Veracruz
is an in-region card for Nuevo León, but an out-region card for Sinaloa). State-level fixed effects
play the role of estimating these individual experiments and aggregating their effect. Second, the
store-level fixed effects aggregates a comparison of sales between the two types of cards each store
has. The within-store comparison is the cleanest since, as I showed in Section 3.3, there is quite
a bit of variation in the sale of cards across supermarkets, as there is variation in the size of the

.1

Daily Cards Per Aisle
.15
.2
.25

.3

supermarkets (as measured by the number of cashiers).

In-Region

Out-Region
In-Region
In-Region and Nationalist Prime
No Prime

Out-Region

Prime

Figure 7: In-Region Bias Without the Prime, No Bias With the Prime (Marginal Effects From
Column 6 of Table 11
Results.—I begin with Figure 7, which provides a visualization of the impact of the in-region
and the prime on donations. The binary definition of an in-region is found in Section 3.2. The figure
plots the marginal means for the regression in the sixth column of Table 11. The first two bars show
that there is an in-region bias without the prime: consumers buy 0.56 more of the 10 peso cards per
day per aisle when the recipient state is in the in-region (p-value 0.072 in a pairwise comparison
of margins). The last two bars show that the in-region bias disappears with the prime, with the inregion donation decreasing with the prime (p-value 0.182) and the out-region donation increasing
(p-value 0.112). If anything, consumers give more to the out-region than to the in-region with the
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prime, although this difference is statistically insignificant (p-value 0.188). If we look at in-region
bias aggregating across donations with and without the prime, it is perhaps visually apparent that
the in-region bias disappears.
Table 11 considers the impact of the prime on regional bias for a broader set of measures of the
in-region. I considered different specifications to capture in-region bias in the sample, motivated
by Section 3.2. In columns 1 and 5 I consider a simple contiguity metric, which simply counts
the minimum number of contiguous states that separate the donor and recipient state. In columns
2 and 6 I consider an in-region dummy as defined in Section 3.2 and as was used in Figure 7. In
columns 3 and 7 I consider the Euclidean distance from the supermarket to the recipient state.

Distance
(Specified Below)

(1)
-0.00978
(0.00768)

Outcome Variable: Daily Card Sales per Aisle During Experiment
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
0.00519
-0.00487
-0.0176∗∗
0.0567∗
-0.0100∗∗∗
(0.0278) (0.00306)
(0.00844) (0.0314)
(0.00374)

Prime

-0.00140
(0.0291)

-0.0480
(0.0424)

0.0443
(0.0331)

-0.0602
(0.0417)

0.205
660
0.849
Yes
Yes

0.0177
(0.0139)
Contiguity
0.205
660
0.850
Yes
Yes

-0.111∗∗
(0.0470)
In-Region
0.205
660
0.851
Yes
Yes

0.0109∗∗
(0.00514)
Euclidean
0.205
660
0.851
Yes
Yes

Distance × Prime
Distance
Dep Variable Mean
Observations
R2
Supermarket FE
Recipient-state FE

Contiguity
0.205
660
0.849
Yes
Yes

In-Region
0.205
660
0.849
Yes
Yes

Euclidean
0.205
660
0.849
Yes
Yes

OLS regression with robust standard errors reported in parentheses, supermarket and recipient-state fixed effects. The unit of analysis is a
half supermarket. The outcome variable is the daily sale of cars per aisle during the time they were exposed in the experiment. Contiguity
is the minimum number of contiguous states between the donor state and the recipient state. In-Region is an indicator variable equal to
one if the assigned state is in the subject’s in-region, as defined in Section 3.2. Euclidean is the Euclidean distance between the donor
state and the recipient state. Prime is an indicator variable equal to one if the donation petition included the prime.
∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗ ∗ ∗ p < .01

Table 11: In-Region Bias Without the Prime, And An Attenuation Of the Bias With the Prime,
From Experiment 2
Columns 1 to 3 of Table 11 show that there is no regional bias when I aggregate the results
from the cards with and without the prime. Column 4 shows that the prime has no overall impact
on contributions. Finally, columns 5 to 7 consider a difference-in-difference specification of the
prime with the different distance metrics. Although the significance of the coefficients varies across
specifications, the message is consistent: consumers display a bias towards their region without the
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prime, and this bias diminishes with the prime.
Table 23 in Online Appendix D shows the results analogous to Table 11, but with daily card
sales per aisle for an approximately eight day period. The results are qualitatively similar, although
they lose some significance, which is natural given the shorter exposure time.

4

Comparing Laboratory and Field Settings and Results

Unlike in Experiment 1, in Experiment 2 I do find that the prime has an aggregate in-region bias
without the prime, and that the prime diminishes the bias. Here I consider two possible explanations for this disparity: that the composition of regionalists and nationalists differed, and the
difference between the intensive-margin decision of Experiment 1 and the extensive-margin decision of Experiment 2.
Composition.—A simple explanation for the difference between the aggregate results in the
experiments is that there are more regionalists in the subject pool of Experiment 2 than in the
subject pool of Experiment 1. Indeed, the subject pool in Experiment 1 is distinctive in that there
are college students from ITAM, which as a group are highly educated, come from relatively rich
households, and are young.
But note that it follows from the model in Section 1 that the aggregate in-region bias increases
if the region and prime is randomized, and the proportion of regionalists increases. Consistent with
this explanation, the in-region bias without the prime in the second experiment (28% increase over
the average number of cards sold) is between the aggregate in-region bias without the prime in the
first experiment (12% increase over the average donation) and regionalists’ in-region bias without
the prime (52% increase over the average donation).
Types of decisions..—A second possible reason for the discrepancy between the aggregate inregion bias between the experiments is that the types of decisions subjects were faced with differed
between the experiments. The decision in Experiment 1 was on the intensive margin: subjects were
endowed with a hundred peso lottery ticket, and had to choose how much of the hundred pesos to
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allocate to the charity. Experiment 2 was on the extensive margin: subjects had to decide whether
to purchase a donation petition card. The external-margin decision can lead to starker differences
than the internal-margin decision, since subjects are making an all-or-nothing decision. Therefore,
even with the same proportion of regionalists in both experiments, the differences could be starker
in Experiment 2 and therefore statistically significant.

5

Conclusion

In this paper I provide evidence that salience and group attachment are substitutes in determining
who is in an individual’s in-group. I focus on two nested social categories: the Mexican nationality and sub-national regions. In Experiment 1, I find that without a prime regionalists are biased
towards their in-region, but not with a national prime. This supports that regionalist’s in-group is
their region without the prime, but turns into the nation with the prime. Nationalists, on the other
hand, do not have a regional bias with or without the prime. That is, nationalist’s in-group is the
nation, with or without the prime. As per the substitutability of salience and attachment, regionalists with the prime are indistinguishable from nationalists with or without the prime. Further, I
do not find an aggregate impact of the region or of the prime in either experiment, which implies
that the prime only affects the distribution of pro-sociality. In both experiments I find an aggregate
in-region bias without the prime, and the bias diminishes with the prime—however, I only find
significance for this effect in Experiment 2.
I developed a simple model to explain these findings. The key features of the model is that
salience and strength of attachment are substitutes in determining an individual’s in-group, and
that the scope of the in-group is inversely proportional to the weight on pro-sociality.
In addition to the main results, I also conducted a series of auxiliary tests in Experiment 1. First,
I show that it is relative strength of attachment that matters in determining the in-group, and not
absolute strength of attachment. Second, I show that the prime I used is an instrument of national
salience: the prime brought Mexico to subjects’ mind, did not bring anything else to subjects’
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mind, and was uninformative on a range of variables that could have affected donation decisions.
Third, I provide complementary evidence that the prime changed regionalists’ in-region. With the
prime, regionalists were more likely to think of themselves and of states as nationalists do, while
the latter’s views were not affected by the prime.
The experiments yield several theoretical and policy implications. First, I showed that primes
are more effective on identifiable subsets of the population in affecting who is in their in-group. I
conjecture that this differential impact of primes holds beyond the determination of the in-group,
in that primes will differentially nudge behavior towards norms associated with a social category.
Thus this may not only help us understand how in-groups are formed, it may also guide policymakers who want to nudge behavior in the direction of the norms associated to some social category.
Second, the evidence suggests that, by measuring the relative strength of attachment to broad and
constrained social categories, we can determine how socially distant the beneficiaries favored by
an individual are. Third, there is a trade-off between the intensity of in-group pro-sociality and
the breadth of in-group pro-sociality. This echoes the distinction between moral universalism and
moral communalism (Enke et al., 2020), but the fact that we can manipulate the scope of the
in-group with environmental cues suggests that policymakers can nudge behavior towards high
contributions to those that are close, or medium contributions to a broader group. An implication
of the theory that should be tested in future work is whether priming the constricted group (the
region in my experiment) can nudge those who are relatively more attached to the broad group to
give more to the constricted group and less to the rest.
Future research could test the implications of the model by priming increasingly large groups,
considering the heterogeneous impact of these primes to different relative strengths of attachment,
and even looking for exogenous variation in strength of attachment. An interesting approach to
exogenously varying strength of attachment is given by Depetris-Chauvin et al. (2018), who look
at the nationalism of the winners of close international soccer matches.
The least conclusive data in the study comes from the evidence on redistributive preferences,
which are key to understanding questions of political economy. Further research could strengthen
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this line of inquiry by asking about redistributive policy questions that are being actively debated,
or even having subjects make actual redistributive decisions (say, in the lab).
It is natural to wonder how well the results translate to other settings. Mexico has had a relatively successful history of nationalization, a project which in large part revolved around getting
different regions of the country to identify as one big region (Brading, 1985, Anderson, 2006).
This is partly reflected in the large proportion of nationalists I found in my sample, and may drive
the success of the national prime among regionalists. In countries with weaker processes of nationalization, primes may have weaker effects.
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Alain Cohn and Michel André Maréchal. Priming in economics. Current Opinion in Psychology,
12:17–21, 2016.
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diagnóstico e implicaciones futuras. Colegio de México, Centro de Estudios Económicos y
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Appendix For Online Publication
A

Additional Results From the Model

Here I show that the model is consistent with a lack of an aggregate impact of the prime, and that
increasing the proportion of regionalists increases the agregate in-region bias.
First, using Result 1, consider the aggregate donation when there is no prime:
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which uses the fact that the prime was assigned randomly. When there is a prime, the aggregate
donation is: γ/xb + 1. The difference between these two terms is given by:
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Note that the size of the constrained group xc and the broad group xb can be set to make the above
difference zero for any weight on in-group γ, any percentage of subjects with low strength of
attachment with a donation petition benefiting the constrained group P (aL , c ∈ ρ) and the broad
group P (aL , c ∈
/ ρ), and any increasing function h. That is, xb and xc can be set such that there
is no aggregate effect of the prime. This follows simply from the fact that the first summand is
positive, and the second is negative.
Now consider the aggregate in-region bias without the prime:
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Note that the aggregate in-region bias without the prime is larger when the proportion of nationalists who were not primed (aH and sL ) is decreased, and they are replaced with regionalists
who are not primed (aL and sL ), or even when nationalists (primed and not primed) are replaced by
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regionalists (primed and not primed). Indeed, regionalists without the prime are the only source of
in-region bias with the model. A larger proportion of regionalists will therefore generally increase
the aggregate in-region bias.

B

Further Details of the Experimental Designs

B.1

Experiment 1

Figure 8: Sample of Treatment Cards. The cards all displayed three indigenous children, and said
“Thanks for nourishing the children of [Name of state]”. They varied in the name of the state and
whether the frame and the letters of the state were teal (control) or had the colors of the flag. The
second and fourth cards shown here had the colors of the flag.
Randomization Details.—To randomize, at the beginning of the baseline survey I assigned
subjects a state in their region or outside their region. I further randomized whether the state was
rich or poor. I use this to control for donations based on need, and not identity. The rich (poor)
states the subjects were assigned were subjectively identified by the subject as rich (poor), and
either widely perceived by others to be rich or objectively relatively rich (poor) using 2013 GDP.
There were 13% of respondents whose in-region states did not vary in terms of income (i.e.
having both rich and poor states). I faced a trade-off between sticking strictly to the states the
subject selected as part of his or her region and balancing on state income. I favored the latter. If a
region had a middle-income and rich or poor state, I considered it balanced, if not, I added a state
that at least a third of the subjects of the same state considered part of their region. In practice, only
5% of those assigned a state in their region were assigned states in their expanded region. Once I
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State
From \ To
of Mexico
Mexico City
25
State of Mexico
29
Guerrero
13
Jalisco
18
Nuevo León
13
Puebla
15
Sinaloa
11
Veracruz
15
Yucatán
14
Total
153

Guerrero
21
28
15
18
15
0
0
0
0
97

Puebla
21
28
0
18
13
15
0
0
0
95

Sinaloa
22
30
0
18
17
0
9
15
0
111

Veracruz
23
28
0
19
14
0
12
12
0
108

Yucatán
22
29
0
19
12
0
0
0
14
96

Total
134
172
28
110
84
30
32
42
28
660

Table 12: Distribution of Recipient State Donation Petitions Across Donor States, Experiment 2
had defined the set of in-region rich and poor states and out-region rich and poor states I randomly
chose one state from each set. I then assigned subjects to one of four conditions: in-region with
prime, in-region without prime, out-region with prime, and out-region without prime.

B.2

Experiment 2

Distribution of cards. Table 12 and the top map of Figure 9 show the distribution of cards across
supermarkets in Mexico, while the bottom map of Figure 9 shows which recipient states were
assigned to which donor state. Each type of card assigned to a state was placed in approximately
20 half-supermarkets in that state. In recipient states I needed at least four type of cards: own state
and one other state with and without the national prime. I also made sure that if state A had cards
of state B, and both were recipient states, state B would have cards of state A. This makes it easier
to balance recipient and donor state characteristics. Given that State of Mexico had many more
supermarket stores than other recipient states, this meant that all states with only one other-state
card had State of Mexico as its “other state”.
Notice from the lower map in Figure 9 that there is variation in how far the recipient states are
from the donor states. I will use contiguity of states as a way to define a state’s in-region. For some
donor states, the closest recipient state is contiguous to a state that is contiguous to them, such
as the donor state of Nuevo León whose closest state is Veracruz (respectively, states “NL” and
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Figure 9: Distribution of Cards (above) and Assignment of Cards in States (below; a line has the
donor state’s color). The maps provide abbreviations of the state names: Sinaloa (‘Sin’), Nuevo
León (‘NL’), Jalisco (‘Jal’), State of Mexico (‘EM’), Mexico City (‘DF’), Puebla (‘Pue’), Guerrero
(‘Gue’), Yucatán (‘Yuc’).
“Ver” in Figure 9). That is, the contiguity metric between Nuevo León and Veracruz is 2. For other
donor states, the closest recipient state is the state itself, such as the donor state of Guerrero whose
closest recipient state is itself, and whose only other recipient state is State of Mexico, which is
contiguous to it (respectively, states “Gue” and “EM” in Figure 9). This variation affects how I
define the in-region for each state, as well as on the empirical tests (as discussed in Section 3.1 and
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3.2).
As per Figure 9, there are four donor states that had cards of the six donor states: Jalisco,
Mexico City, Nuevo León and State of Mexico. Veracruz and Sinaloa had cards of their own state,
the other state, and of the State of Mexico. Guerrero, Puebla and Yucatán had cards of their own
state and of the State of Mexico.

C

Plausible Informative Channels

In this Section I describe plausible informative channels through which the prime may have affected behavior. I will describe the channels, as well as the tests of these channels performed in
Experiment 1.
Effectiveness. The prime may make the consumer reason that the NGO is more savvy than
she believed, which updates her belief about how well they spend their money. I asked subjects
the percentage of children in and outside their assigned state were attended to by the NGO, and
the percentage of the budget goes to the children in and out of their assigned state. I also asked
subjects how often the NGO fulfills its promises.
Political Affiliation. For most of the twentieth century, Mexico was governed by a hegemonic
political party, the PRI, whose logo were the colors of the Mexican flag. The party is still active
politically. Seeing the colors of the flag may have made subjects believe that the party in power in
the recipient state was the PRI, or that the NGO itself was associated to the PRI. To test for these
channels, I asked subjects several questions. I asked whether they believed the governor was from
a variety of political parties (including the PRI), as well as if the legislature had a majority from a
variety of political parties. I further asked subjects if they believed that the NGO was associated to
a variety of political parties.
Other Affiliation. The colors of the flag may have changed subjects’ views regarding other
organizations the NGO was affiliated with, perhaps because they associated the colors of the flag
with those organizations, or because those organizations were particularly related or unrelated to
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the Mexican nation. I asked subjects whether they believed the NGO was affiliated to a variety of
organizations, such as the Catholic Church, Mexican television networks, the Ministry of Health,
among others.
Card Attractiveness. Finally, the colors of the card may be more attractive to subjects. Although attractiveness may affect donations for non-informative reasons, there may be informative
channels. For instance, a subject who finds the card attractive may update on how similar her tastes
are to those of the NGO, which may affect her decision. To test for this, I asked subjects to rate the
attractiveness of the card.

D

Addendum to the Results

In this section I present further results from the analysis.

D.1

Balance Tables

D.1.1

Experiment 1

Table 13 presents the balance over the region of the donation state. The two variables which are
strongly statistically significantly different, poverty of the assigned state and the subjects being
from Mexico City, are driven by the fact that half the subject pool is from Mexico City, which is
in a relatively prosperous region of Mexico. Note that although the wealth of the recipient state
is a concern for the donation decision, if anything this should bias results against an in-region
bias. Moreover, recall that the design balances the perceived poverty of the assigned in-region and
out-region states (as detailed in Online Appendix B).
Table 14 presents the balance over primes. In general, the treatments are balanced. There is
only one difference, marginally significant. Those who receive the prime were a bit more likely to
have a recorded IP address from the college.
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Out-Region
In-Region
Mean diff
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
t
Male
0.57 (0.50) 0.61 (0.49)
-0.96
Edad
20.78 (2.08) 20.70 (2.11)
0.44
Mestizo
0.60 (0.49) 0.56 (0.50)
0.99
Trusts in NGO
0.45 (0.50) 0.45 (0.50)
0.21
Contributes to NGO
0.47 (0.50) 0.55 (0.50)
-2.05∗
More Attached to Region than Nation 0.15 (0.36) 0.16 (0.36)
-0.14
At Least as Attached to Nation
0.50 (0.50) 0.50 (0.50)
0.04
Trusts Federal Government
3.41 (1.94) 3.48 (2.05)
-0.38
Contributes to Children on Street
3.39 (1.87) 3.52 (1.84)
-0.88
Votes for PAN
0.58 (0.49) 0.60 (0.49)
-0.62
Answered Survey at University
0.30 (0.46) 0.30 (0.46)
-0.02
High Self-Reported Income
0.16 (0.37) 0.16 (0.37)
-0.04
Poor
0.49 (0.50) 0.29 (0.46)
5.07∗∗∗
From Mexico City
0.50 (0.50) 0.48 (0.50)
0.56
From State of Mexico
0.08 (0.27) 0.10 (0.30)
-0.85
From Nuevo León
0.01 (0.08) 0.01 (0.08)
-0.07
Mexico City Recipient State
0.04 (0.19) 0.25 (0.43) -7.68∗∗∗
Number of States In Region
3.95 (2.26) 4.20 (2.44)
-1.26

Table 13: Balance Table for State Location, Experiment 1

No Prime
Prime
Mean diff
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
t
Male
0.62 (0.49) 0.56 (0.50)
1.38
Edad
20.76 (2.12) 20.73 (2.07)
0.18
Mestizo
0.56 (0.50) 0.59 (0.49)
-0.72
Trusts in NGO
0.43 (0.50) 0.47 (0.50)
-1.20
Contributes to NGO
0.52 (0.50) 0.50 (0.50)
0.45
More Attached to Region than Nation 0.16 (0.36) 0.15 (0.36)
0.21
Trusts Federal Government
3.33 (1.92) 3.56 (2.06)
-1.44
Contributes to Children on Street
3.49 (1.92) 3.42 (1.79)
0.48
Votes for PAN
0.61 (0.49) 0.57 (0.50)
1.04
Answered Survey at University
0.34 (0.47) 0.26 (0.44)
2.15∗
High Self-Reported Income
0.17 (0.37) 0.15 (0.36)
0.55
Poor
0.39 (0.49) 0.40 (0.49)
-0.12
From Mexico City
0.50 (0.50) 0.48 (0.50)
0.54
From State of Mexico
0.10 (0.30) 0.08 (0.27)
0.86
From Nuevo León
0.01 (0.08) 0.01 (0.08)
-0.00
Mexico City Recipient State
0.15 (0.36) 0.13 (0.34)
0.70
Number of States In Region
4.01 (2.38) 4.13 (2.32)
-0.60

Table 14: Balance Table for Primes, Experiment 1
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D.1.2

Experiment 2

I present the balance tables of Experiment 2 in Tables 15 and 16. Table 15 compares in-region
cards with out-region cards, where the in-region is defined as specified in Section 3.2. Table 16
compares cards with the prime to cards without the prime. I find balance on all the covariates, with
one exception. The latitude of in-region cards are significantly higher than from those that are less
than two states away. This difference is driven by the fact that not all states had all types of cards,
as explained in Section B.

Latitude
Longitude
Cashiers Per Store
Sales August 2012
Exposure Time in Cashier
Income Per Capita
Human Dev Index
Prime

Out-Region
In-Region
Mean diff
Mean
S.D.
Mean
S.D.
t
21.01
(2.66)
20.08
(1.76)
5.45∗∗∗
-99.93
(3.29)
-99.66
(3.28)
-1.05
15.21
(6.73)
14.89
(6.46)
0.63
457.62
(480.91)
538.14
(617.82)
-1.78
21.59
(7.82)
21.57
(7.33)
0.04
19746.68 (7488.46) 19959.44 (7216.29)
-0.37
0.78
(0.06)
0.79
(0.05)
-1.47
0.50
(0.50)
0.50
(0.50)
-0.06

Table 15: Balance Table for State Location (In-Region), Experiment 2

Latitude
Longitude
Cashiers Per Store
Sales August 2012
Time in Cashier
Income Per Capita
Human Dev Index
Own State
In-Region

No Prime
Mean
S.D.
20.58
(2.34)
-99.77
(3.37)
15.13
(6.55)
477.51
(485.11)
21.66
(7.55)
19750.93 (7396.95)
0.79
(0.06)
0.15
(0.36)
0.43
(0.50)

Prime
Mean
20.64
-99.86
15.02
507.68
21.51
19926.13
0.79
0.13
0.43

Mean diff
S.D.
t
(2.40)
-0.29
(3.21)
0.35
(6.68)
0.21
(600.28)
-0.69
(7.67)
0.26
(7349.01)
-0.31
(0.06)
-0.29
(0.34)
0.60
(0.50)
-0.06

Table 16: Balance Table for Primes, Experiment 2

D.2

Joint Distribution Regionalists and Nationalists

Table 17 shows the joint distribution of baseline regional and national attachment in Experiment
1, which was given on a 5-point Likert scale. The table shows the results of subjects who began
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the endline, and who had reported being connected to some state in Mexico. Notice that most
subjects report a relatively high attachment to both their region and the nation: most responses are
concentrated on the higher scores.
Regional
Attachment
1
2
3
4
5
Total

1
3
2
0
1
1
7

National
Attachment
2
3
4
5
4
7
5
3
6 23 24 10
12 42 69 39
5 22 86 102
1 11 31 58
28 105 215 212

Total
22
65
162
216
102
587

Table 17: Self-Reported Baseline Regional and National Attachment On A Five-Point Scale. Joint
Distribution of Reported National and Regional Attachment. Regionalists are those more attached
to the region, nationalists those weakly more attached to the nation
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D.3

Tables With Results Additional to Sections 2.3 and 2.4

Tables 18 and 19 show the results analogous to Table 5, but breaking down heterogeneity in
strength of attachment into three categories: those more attached to the nation than to the region (the “strictly nationalists”, which are the omitted category in Table 18), those as attached to
the nation as they are to the region (the “neutrals”), and those more attached to the region (the
“regionalists”, as before).
Table 20 presents results analogous to column 1 of Table 5, but breaking down the heterogeneity of subjects by absolute strength of attachment instead of by relative strength of attachment.
Column 1 considers strength of attachment to the region, column 2 strength of attachment to the
nation, and column 3 an average of both. I use an indicator variable for each of these classifications,
with the indicator equal to one if strength of attachment is equal to one if strength of attachment is
equal to at least 4.
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Donation
(1)
3.748
(8.484)

Donated
Full $100
(2)
0.110
(0.102)

Concent.
Redist.
(3)
-0.217∗∗
(0.0915)

Prime (β2 )

-3.689
(7.135)

0.0471
(0.0883)

-0.0310
(0.0811)

Neutral (β3 )

-2.166
(8.219)

0.0562
(0.101)

-0.147∗
(0.0882)

Prime × In-Region (β4 )

-1.004
(10.63)

-0.0997
(0.127)

0.246∗∗
(0.117)

Neutral × Prime (β5 )

7.540
(11.47)

-0.0457
(0.144)

0.0451
(0.125)

Neutral × In-Region (β6 )

1.231
(11.33)

-0.129
(0.142)

0.230∗
(0.122)

Neutral × Prime × In-Region (β7 )

-7.941
(16.53)

0.0982
(0.201)

-0.366∗∗
(0.169)

Regionalist (β8 )

-18.23
(11.31)

-0.157
(0.147)

-0.288∗∗∗
(0.102)

Regionalist × Prime (β9 )

21.75
(15.00)

0.177
(0.193)

0.185
(0.146)

Regionalist × In-Region (β10 )

29.29∗
(16.82)

0.267
(0.205)

0.374∗∗
(0.150)

Regionalist × Prime × In-Region (β11 )

-42.66∗
(23.76)
63.36
566
0.243
Yes
Yes
Yes

-0.428
(0.288)
0.516
566
0.235
Yes
Yes
Yes

-0.316
(0.237)
0.243
551
0.255
Yes
Yes
Yes

In-Region (β1 )

Dep Variable Mean
Observations
R2
Donor-State FE
Recipient-state FE
Controls

OLS regression with robust standard errors reported in parentheses, donor-state and recipient-state fixed effects, and a battery of
controls. Controls include perceived poverty of the state, indicator variables for whether the subject voted for one of the main three
political parties at the time (PAN, PRI or PRD), an indicator variable for whether the subject considered she was in one of the four top
deciles of income, indicator variables for whether the subject donated a lot or a little to a battery of organizations, as well as whether she
had a lot or a little confidence in those same organizations, an indicator variable for whether she was weakly attached in absolute terms
to the nation or region, and indicator for whether the subject was male, an indicator variable for whether she was white, the number
of states in her self-defined region, an indicator variable for whether the region was larger than just her state, the Euclidean distance
between her state and the donor state, and the latitude and longitude of subjects when they began the survey. Donation is the amount
the subject donates if he is selected for a 100 peso endowment from a lottery. Donates Full $100 is an indicator variable equal to one
if the subject donates the full endowment. Concentrated Redistribution is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject is somewhat
or very supportive of a redistributive policy whose benefits are concentrated in her assigned recipient state. In-Region is an indicator
variable equal to one if the assigned state is in the subject’s in-region. Prime is an indicator variable equal to one if the donation petition
included the prime. Neutral is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject was as attached to the region as she was to the nation.
Regionalist is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject was more attached to the region than to the nation.
∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗ ∗ ∗ p < .01

Table 18: Triple Interaction of Primes, Relative Strength of Attachment Broken Down Into Three
Groups (Regionalist, Neutral, and Strictly National—Those Strictly More Attached to the Nation
Than To The Region, Who Are the Omitted Category), and Region on Three Outcomes
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Donated
Donation Full $100
(1)
(2)
In-region bias
Strictly Nationalist, no prime (β1 )

Concent.
Redist.
(3)

3.75
(8.84)

0.11
(0.10)

-0.22∗∗
(0.9)

Neutral, no prime (β1 + β6 )

4.98
(10.56)

-0.02
(0.13)

0.01
(0.11)

Regionalist, no prime (β1 + β10 )

33.04∗∗
(16.24)

0.38∗
(0.20)

0.16
(0.14)

Strictly Nationalist, prime (β1 + β4 )

2.74
(8.80)

0.01
(0.10)

0.03
(0.10)

Neutral, prime (β1 + β4 + β6 + β7 )

-3.97
(9.97)

-0.02
(0.12)

-0.11
(0.09)

Regionalist, prime (β1 + β4 + β10 + β11 )

-10.63
(14.83)

-0.15
(0.19)

0.09
(0.17)

-1.00
(10.63)

-0.10
(0.13)

0.25∗∗
(0.12)

Neutral (β4 + β7 )

-8.95
(12.86)

-0.00
(0.16)

-0.12
(0.13)

Regionalist (β4 + β11 )

-43.67∗∗
(21.29)
63.36
566
0.243
Yes
Yes
Yes

-0.53∗∗
(0.26)
0.516
566
0.235
Yes
Yes
Yes

-0.07
(0.21)
0.243
551
0.255
Yes
Yes
Yes

Difference-in-difference
Strictly Nationalist (β4 )

Dep Variable Mean
Observations
R2
Donor-State FE
Recipient-state FE
Controls

Estimates from the regressions in Table 18. The first panel shows the estimate for the difference
between donations to the in-region and to the out-region, for regionalists, neutrals (those as
attached to their nation as to their region) or strictly nationalists (those more attached to the
nation as to the region), and with or without the prime. The second panel shows the estimate of
the difference-in-difference for regionalists, neutrals and strictly nationalists.
∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗ ∗ ∗ p < .01

Table 19: Differences and Differences-In-Differences of Triple Interaction of Primes, Relative
Strength of Attachment, and Region From Table 18
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Donation
(1)
11.00
(8.864)

Donation
(2)
7.533
(11.98)

Donation
(3)
11.41
(9.102)

Prime (β2 )

8.400
(8.113)

5.639
(10.36)

6.226
(7.996)

High Attachment To Region/Nation/Average (β3 )
(Specified Below)

10.01
(7.542)

3.912
(9.045)

7.659
(7.611)

Prime × In-Region (β4 )

-16.25
(11.33)

-9.126
(15.07)

-13.84
(11.46)

High Attachment × Prime (β5 )

-11.48
(10.37)

-4.912
(12.02)

-7.469
(10.42)

High Attachment × In-Region (β6 )

-6.234
(10.08)

0.250
(12.41)

-6.513
(10.27)

Triple Interaction (β7 )

11.18
(15.01)

-0.749
(17.37)

7.133
(15.49)

11.00
(8.86)

7.53
(12.0)

11.41
(9.10)

High Attachment, no prime (β1 + β6 )

4.76
(8.84)

7.78
(7.90)

4.90
(8.85)

Low Attachment, prime (β1 + β4 )

-5.925
(9.48)

-1.59
(11.00)

-2.43
(9.77)

High Attachment, prime (β1 + β4 + β6 + β7 )

-0.31
(8.18)

-2.09
(7.62)

-1.80
(8.13)

-16.25
(11.33)

-9.13
(15.07)

-13.84
(11.46)

-5.07
(10.20)
Region
63.36
566
0.238
Yes
Yes
Yes

-9.88
(8.88)
Nation
63.36
566
0.236
Yes
Yes
Yes

-6.70
(10.40)
Average
63.36
566
0.237
Yes
Yes
Yes

In-Region (β1 )

In-region bias
Low Attachment, no prime (β1 )

Difference-in-difference
Low Attachment (β4 )

High Attachment (β4 + β7 )
High Attachment To Region/Nation/Average?
Dep Variable Mean
Observations
R2
Donor-State FE
Recipient-state FE
Controls

OLS regression with robust standard errors reported in parentheses, donor-state and recipient-state fixed effects, and a battery of controls. Controls include perceived
poverty of the state, indicator variables for whether the subject voted for one of the main three political parties at the time (PAN, PRI or PRD), an indicator variable
for whether the subject considered she was in one of the four top deciles of income, indicator variables for whether the subject donated a lot or a little to a battery
of organizations, as well as whether she had a lot or a little confidence in those same organizations, an indicator variable for whether she was weakly attached in
absolute terms to the nation or region, and indicator for whether the subject was male, an indicator variable for whether she was white, the number of states in her
self-defined region, an indicator variable for whether the region was larger than just her state, the Euclidean distance between her state and the donor state, and the
latitude and longitude of subjects when they began the survey. Donation is the amount the subject donates if he is selected for a 100 peso endowment from a lottery.
In-Region is an indicator variable equal to one if the assigned state is in the subject’s in-region. Prime is an indicator variable equal to one if the donation petition
included the prime. High Attachment To Region/Nation/Average is an indicator variable equal to one if the subject was scored four or five on a 5-point Likert-scale
indicating her attachment to the region, to the nation, or to an average of both. The second panel shows the estimate for the difference between donations to the
in-region and to the out-region, for those with low attachment (to the region, nation or an average or both) or high attachment, and with or without the prime. The
third panel shows the estimate of the difference-in-difference for those with low and high attachment.
∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗ ∗ ∗ p < .01

Table 20: Triple Interaction of Primes, Three Types of Absolute Strength of Attachment (to the
Nation, the Region and an Average of Both), and Region on Donations
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D.4

Tables Corresponding to Section 2.4.2

In this Section I present Tables 21 and 22, which are the Tables that correspond to Figures 3 and 4
in Section 2.4.2.18
Coefficient
Mexico
Necessity
Children
Local
Mentions Money
Describes Card
Gratitude
Charity
Negative
Names NGO
Corruption
PRI
Government
Government Program
Teletón / Televisa
Un Kilo de Ayuda
Doesn’t Know

Standard Error P-value

0.083
0.016
-0.019
0.016
0.016
-0.021
-0.014
-0.012
0.039
0.032
0.002
0.015
-0.003
-0.006
0.017
-0.033
0.031

0.030
0.027
0.046
0.041
0.046
0.025
0.025
0.029
0.038
0.040
0.026
0.010
0.014
0.014
0.017
0.027
0.026

0.005
0.557
0.675
0.689
0.723
0.410
0.564
0.680
0.312
0.413
0.931
0.117
0.833
0.667
0.328
0.216
0.241

N
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567
567

Each row is the output of an OLS regression with robust standard errors, supermarket-state
and donor-state fixed effects. Controls include perceived poverty of the state, indicator
variables for whether the subject voted for one of the main three political parties at the time
(PAN, PRI or PRD), an indicator variable for whether the subject considered she was in
one of the four top deciles of income, indicator variables for whether the subject donated
a lot or a little to a battery of organizations, as well as whether she had a lot or a little
confidence in those same organizations, an indicator variable for whether she was weakly
attached in absolute terms to the nation or region, and indicator for whether the subject
was male, an indicator variable for whether she was white, the number of states in her selfdefined region, an indicator variable for whether the region was larger than just her state,
the Euclidean distance between her state and the donor state, and the latitude and longitude
of subjects when they began the survey. The outcome variable is whether the subjects
mentioned the concept on the first column, while the independent variable is whether the
donation petition had the prime. The outcome variables were categorized by the author
based on open-ended question about what came to mind.

Table 21: The Prime Makes Mexico Salient and Nothing Else

18

The variables “Expenditure in State” and “Expenditure Out of State” in Table 22 have few observations due to
a glitch in the program that implemented the experimental design, in which those questions were not presented. The
glitch which was corrected during its implementation.
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Kids Attended in State
Kids Attended Out of State
Expenditure in State
Expenditure Out of State
NGO Does Fulfill Promises
Finds Card Attractive
Beneficiaries Very Poor
State Perceived Poor
Associated to PRI
Associated to PAN
Associated to PRD
Associated to PT
Associated to PVEM
Associated to MC
Associated to PANAL
Associated to MORENA
Associated to Teletón
Associated to Televisa
Associated to TV Azteca
Associated to Save the Children
Associated to INSP
Associated to Health Ministry
Associated to Catholic Church
Governor From PRI
Governor From PAN
Governor From PRD
Governor Independent
Legislature Mostly PRI
Legislature Mostly PAN
Legislature Mostly PRD

Coefficient

Standard Error

P-value

N

0.204
-1.874
-1.644
-2.192
0.021
0.023
-0.009
0.062
-0.001
0.013
0.018
-0.022
0.013
-0.007
-0.010
-0.020
0.064
0.006
-0.025
0.024
-0.025
0.016
0.054
0.024
-0.016
0.019
-0.103
-0.023
-0.011
-0.004

1.838
2.146
2.476
2.492
0.033
0.044
0.048
0.033
0.037
0.041
0.044
0.045
0.040
0.045
0.045
0.045
0.038
0.023
0.039
0.038
0.039
0.039
0.047
0.040
0.024
0.027
0.039
0.047
0.021
0.027

0.912
0.383
0.507
0.380
0.521
0.600
0.849
0.064
0.981
0.754
0.686
0.625
0.754
0.869
0.830
0.650
0.092
0.779
0.515
0.541
0.511
0.680
0.250
0.550
0.515
0.471
0.009
0.622
0.611
0.891

556
556
504
509
556
555
550
550
554
554
554
554
554
554
554
554
554
554
554
554
554
554
554
550
550
550
550
550
550
550

Each row is the output of an OLS regression with robust standard errors, donor-state fixed effects and
recipient-state fixed effects. Controls include perceived poverty of the state, indicator variables for
whether the subject voted for one of the main three political parties at the time (PAN, PRI or PRD), an
indicator variable for whether the subject considered she was in one of the four top deciles of income,
indicator variables for whether the subject donated a lot or a little to a battery of organizations, as well as
whether she had a lot or a little confidence in those same organizations, an indicator variable for whether
she was weakly attached in absolute terms to the nation or region, and indicator for whether the subject
was male, an indicator variable for whether she was white, the number of states in her self-defined
region, an indicator variable for whether the region was larger than just her state, the Euclidean distance
between her state and the donor state, and the latitude and longitude of subjects when they began the
survey. The outcome variable is the answer to a factual question mentioned in the first column which
subjects were asked, while the independent variable is whether the donation petition had the prime.

Table 22: The Prime Does Not Predict Answers To Donation-Relevant Questions About Recipient
State, NGO
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D.5

Table Corresponding to Section 3.4

Table 23 is analogous to Table 11, but with a different outcome variable. The outcome variable is
how many pesos were raised per card per day for about the first eight days in which the card was
exposed. The number of days varied given the frequency with which the supermarkets reported
sales, and the dates when the cards were placed, but came as close as possible to eight.
The frequency of the sales data I obtained depended on the chain where the cards were sold. I
obtained daily data from Chain A, weekly data from Chain B, and more-often-than-weekly from
Chain C.

Distance
(Specified Below)

Outcome Variable: Daily Card Sales per Aisle (Approximately First Eight Days)
(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
-0.00730
-0.0460
-0.00375
-0.0166
0.0416
-0.00926∗
(0.00981) (0.0605) (0.00398)
(0.0106)
(0.0382)
(0.00514)

Prime

0.00779
(0.0349)

-0.0474
(0.0512)

0.0831
(0.0562)

-0.0547
(0.0524)

0.194
660
0.665
Yes
Yes

0.0208
(0.0170)
Contiguity
0.194
660
0.666
Yes
Yes

-0.188∗
(0.105)
In-Region
0.194
660
0.670
Yes
Yes

0.0116∗
(0.00628)
Euclidean
0.194
660
0.667
Yes
Yes

Distance × Prime
Distance
Dep Variable Mean
Observations
R2
Supermarket FE
Recipient-state FE

Contiguity
0.194
660
0.665
Yes
Yes

In-Region
0.194
660
0.666
Yes
Yes

Euclidean
0.194
660
0.665
Yes
Yes

OLS regression with robust standard errors reported in parentheses, supermarket and recipient-state fixed effects. The unit of analysis is
a half supermarket. Contiguity is the minimum number of contiguous states between the donor state and the recipient state. In-Region is
an indicator variable equal to one if the assigned state is in the subject’s in-region, as defined in Section 3.2. Euclidean is the Euclidean
distance between the donor state and the recipient state. Prime is an indicator variable equal to one if the donation petition included the
prime.
∗ p < .1, ∗∗ p < .05, ∗ ∗ ∗ p < .01

Table 23: In-Region Bias Without the Prime, And An Attenuation Of the Bias With the Prime,
From Experiment 2. Outcome Variable is Approximately First Eight Days of Sales.
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Appendix. Survey Experiment Questionnaire.
Baseline survey
First screen

Second screen

Third Screen
Were you born in Mexico?
 Sí
 No
Fourth screen
Answer If Were you born in mexico? Yes Is Selected

Which state were you born in?
 Aguascalientes
 Baja California
 Baja California Sur
 Campeche
 Coahuila
 Colima
 Chiapas
 Chihuahua
 Distrito Federal
 Durango
 Estado de México
 Guanajuato
 Guerrero
 Hidalgo
 Jalisco
 Michoacán
 Morelos
 Nayarit
 Nuevo León
 Oaxaca
 Puebla
 Querétaro
 Quintana Roo
 San Luis Potosí
 Sinaloa
 Sonora
 Tabasco
 Tamaulipas
 Tlaxcala
 Veracruz
 Yucatán
 Zacatecas

Fifth screen
Please click on the states where you have lived.

Sixth screen
People often develop a connection to a state. They feel this state is their &#39;home&#39;,
whether they are living there that moment. This state is often, but not always, one of the
following: where they were born, where they&#39;ve lived most of their live, where their family
lives or where they currently live.
Which is the state you feel most connected to?
 Aguascalientes
 Baja California
 Baja California Sur
 Campeche
 Coahuila
 Colima
 Chiapas
 Chihuahua
 Distrito Federal
 Durango
 Estado de México
 Guanajuato
 Guerrero
 Hidalgo
 Jalisco
 Michoacán
 Morelos
 Nayarit
 Nuevo León
 Oaxaca
 Puebla
 Querétaro
 Quintana Roo
 San Luis Potosí
 Sinaloa
 Sonora
 Tabasco
 Tamaulipas
 Tlaxcala
 Veracruz
 Yucatán
 Zacatecas

Seventh screen
It is often said that the states in Mexico can be divided into different regions. Please click on
the name of the states you consider are part of the same region as state they answered in last
question

Eighth screen
People vary in how attached they feel to their region and to Mexico. In the next two questions
we will ask about your attachment to your region and to Mexico. How attached do you feel to
your region?
 No attachment
 A little attached
 An intermediate level of attachment
 Quite attached
 Very attached

How attached do you feel to Mexico?
 No attachment
 A little attached
 An intermediate level of attachment
 Quite attached
 Very attached
Ninth screen
If there were a national election tomorrow and you had to vote, which party on this list would you
vote for?
 PRI (Partido Revolucionario Institucional)
 PAN (Partido Acción Nacional)
 PRD (Partido de la Revolución Democrática)
 PVEM (Partido Verde Ecologista de México)
 PT (Partido del Trabajo)
 Movimiento Ciudadano
 PANAL (Nueva Alianza)
 MORENA (Movimiento Regeneración Nacional)
 Other: ____________________
We will name a few organizations. For each one, tell us if you completely trust them, trust them
a lot, trust them a little or do not trust them. ¿How much do you trust...
I don't
know them

No trust

A little trust

A lot of
trust

Complete
trust

Have not
heard of
them

The federal
government?













Political
parties?













Un Kilo de
Ayuda (A
Kilo of
Help)?













Teletón
(Telethon)?













UNESCO?













Red Cross?













Now you will answer a question about who you would give money to without expecting anything
in return. Different people have different opinions about what they would do.
I will name
several groups. Imagine that someone in that group asks for a contribution. I will ask you to tell

me if you would never, almost never, sometimes, often or always give a contribution.
often would you give a contribution to ...
Never

Almost
never

Sometimes

Often

Always

¿How
Have not
heard of
them

A poor child
on the
street?













A poor
elderly
person on
the street?













Un Kilo de
Ayuda (A
Kilo of
Help)?













Teletón
(Telethon)?













UNESCO?













Red Cross?













World Wide
Fund for
Nature?













Mexico
Unido
Contra la
Delincuencia
(Mexico
United
Against
Crime)?













Tenth screen
Now you will identify the states with highest income in Mexico and the states with lowest income
in Mexico.Click on the 10 states with lowest income in Mexico in the following map.

Now click on the 10 states with the highest income in Mexico in the map below.

Eleventh screen
What is your age?
What is your gender?
 Male
 Female
Considering the diversity of people in the country, do you consider yourself...
 Indigenous?
 Mestizo?
 White?
 Black?
 Mullatto? (I know this is offensive in English, but it is not in Spanish and I don't know how to
translate it otherwise)
 Asian or Oriental
 Other ____________________
Think of an income scale in which 1 is the lowest income group in the country and 10 is the
highest income group. We would like to know what group your household belongs to. Please,

specify the appropriate number, taking into account all salaries, pensions and other sources of
income your household receives.
 1 - Lowest income group
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10 - Highest income group
Twelfth screen
You have reached the end of the first survey. Thank you for participating in the first survey! In
two weeks we will contact you with a link to the second survey. We ask that you please do not
talk to other people in this survey until after we finish lifting both surveys, other than
communication with the research team or the Committee on the Use of Human Subjects. We
ask this so that each person can take the survey without being influenced by others'
opinion. Do you agree on not talking to other people about this survey until both surveys have
been lifted?
 Yes
 No
In order to contact you about the second survey, please provide your ITAM email and possibly
another email below. We will only use your contact information to get in touch with you about
the second survey. Your contact information is confidential, and will not be shared with anyone
outside of the research team.Please write you ITAM email in the space below:
If you would prefer to be contacted via a different email, please write that email below.

Endline ITAM survey
First screen

Second screen

Third screen

Fourth screen
Before we show you the card, you must memorize a number. We will ask you to repeat this
number after seeing the card. The number is 681379.
Fifth screen (on for 10 seconds, card varies between individuals)

Fifth screen
Please write the number we asked you to memorize.
Sixth screen
Please write five words that come to your mind after having seen the card.
Word 1
Word 2
Word 3
Word 4
Word 5
What is the name of the organization that appears on the card? If you don't know, simply write 'I
don't know'.
Seventh screen
We will raffle 50 prizes of 100 pesos each to those who fill out the survey. If you are one of the
winners of the survey, you have the opportunity to donate any part of those 100 pesos.Your
donation affects the beneficiaries to which the card we showed you referred to. They will be
aided through the organization that appears on the card, unless it currently does not have a
project with them. In that case, your donation will go to an organization that does have a similar
project with them.How much do you want to donate in case you win?
Eighth screen
Consider a policy in which taxes were increased all over the country in order to fight rural
poverty. The beneficiaries of these policies would be geographically concentrated in state
X/region Y. How in favor are you of this policy?
 Totally disagree
 Strongly disagree
 Somewhat diagree
 Right between agreeing and disagreeing
 Somewhat agree
 Strongly agree
 Totally agree
 I don't know

Ninth screen
How much do you think state X/region Y is like all other states in Mexico?
 Todo México
 Un estado en México
 Somewhat similar
 Very similar
 Completely identical
 I don't know
Tenth screen
When you think of state X, is it easier for you to think of it as part of Mexico or part of region Y?
 Mexico
 Region Y
When you think of state A, is it easier for you to think of it as part of Mexico or part of region Z?
 Mexico
 Region Z
When you think of state B, is it easier for you to think of it as part of Mexico or part of region W?
 Mexico
 Region W
Eleventh screen
Out of every 100 children in state X, how many children do you think the organization that
appears on the card attends to?
Out of 100 every children outside of state X, how many chldren do you think the organization
that appears on the card attends to?
If the organization that appears on the card we've presented budgets 100 pesos to attend
children within the state of Puebla, how many of those pesos do not reach those children
because they are used for other purposes?If you think that the organization does not budget
money towards the state X, write 'NA'.
If the organization that appears on the card we've presented budgets 100 pesos to attend
children outside the state of Puebla, how many of those pesos do not reach those children
because they are used for other purposes?If you think that the organization does not budget
money towards the state X, write 'NA'.

How often does the organization that appears on the card fulfill the promises it makes to its
donors?
 Never
 Few times
 Sometimes
 Often
 Always
 I don't know
Twelfth screen
How attractive did you find the card?
 Not attractive
 A little attractive
 Somewhat attractive
 Pretty attractive
 Very attractive

Thirteenth screen
Choose, for each of the following groups, if it is associated with the orgainzation that appears in
the card we presented.
It is associated

It is not associated

I don't know

PRI (Partido
Revolucionario
Institucional)







PAN (Partido Acción
Nacional)







PRD (Partido de la
Revolución
Democrática)







PVEM (Partido Verde
Ecologista de México)







PT (Partido del
Trabajo)







Movimiento
Ciudadano







PANAL (Nueva
Alianza)







MORENA
(Movimiento
Regeneración
Nacional)







Teletón







Televisa







TV Azteca







Save the Children







UNESCO







National Institute of
Public Health







Health Ministry







Catholic church







Fourteenth screen
Now we will ask you some things about state X.What political party is the governor of state X
from?
 PRI (Partido Revolucionario Institucional)
 PAN (Partido Acción Nacional)
 PRD (Partido de la Revolución Democrática)
 PVEM (Partido Verde Ecologista de México)
 PT (Partido del Trabajo)
 Movimiento Ciudadano
 PANAL (Nueva Alianza)
 MORENA (Movimiento Regeneración Nacional)
What is the political party with the most legislators in the state chamber?
 PRI (Partido Revolucionario Institucional)
 PAN (Partido Acción Nacional)
 PRD (Partido de la Revolución Democrática)
 PVEM (Partido Verde Ecologista de México)
 PT (Partido del Trabajo)
 Movimiento Ciudadano
 PANAL (Nueva Alianza)
 MORENA (Movimiento Regeneración Nacional)
Think of an income scale in which 1 is the group of states with lowest income in the country and
10 is the group of states with the highest income. We would like to know what group state X
belongs to. Please, specify the appropriate number.
 1 - Group of states with lowest income
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10 - Group of states with highest income

In the last question we asked you to classify state X among different states. Now we're going to
ask you to classify the beneficiaries of the card among people who live in state X.Think of an
income scale in which 1 is the group of individuals with lowest income in state X and 10 the
group of individuals with highest income in state X.Consider the beneficiaries referred to on the
card. We would like to know which group these individuals belong to. Please, specify the
appropriate number.
 1 - Group of individuals with lowest income in state X
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10 - Group of individuals with highest income in state X
Fifteenth screen
People vary in how they see themselves in relation to Mexico and to their region. The next two
questions are about your attachment to Mexico and your region.How attached are you to
Mexico?
 Not attached
 A little attached
 Somewhat attached
 Pretty attached
 Very attached
How attached are you to your region?
 Not attached
 A little attached
 Somewhat attached
 Pretty attached
 Very attached
Sixteenth screen
You've reached the end of the survey. Thank you for participating in the study!Since we are still
lifting the survey, we still cannot publicize the information regarding several aspects of the
study. Once we've finished collecting the surveys, in approximately two weeks, we will send you
an email with the information about what the study is about, whether you won the raffle and how
the donated money was allocated. This is the last email we will send you about the study. We
wil also publicize this information on the webpage: http://scholar.harvard.edu/duque/estudioitam. When we have analyzed the information and have the results of the study, in about six

months, we will publish the results in the same webpage. In the meantime, we would like to ask
you to not talk about the study with other people outside of the communication you have with
the research team or the Committee on the Use of Human Subjects. We ask this so that each
person takes the survey without being influenced by others' opinion. Do you agree on not
talking about the study with other people until you've received the last email about the study?
 Yes
 No

Encuesta ITAM Version Final
Q1 ¡Gracias por participar en este estudio!Por favor no consultes información externa para
responder preguntas en esta encuesta. Nos interesa tu punto de vista personal. En la siguiente
pantalla te pediremos tu consentimiento a formar parte del estudio, siguiendo el protocolo del
Comité sobre el Uso de Sujetos Humanos en la Universidad de Harvard. Cuando hayas
acabado de leer las instrucciones y respondido las preguntas en una pantalla, por favor haz
click en el botón que siempre va a aparecer en la parte de abajo de la pantalla.
Q2 Protocolo de Consentimiento
Es tu decisión si quieres participar o no en esta investigación. Si decides participar, puedes
cambiar de opinión y dejar el estudio en cualquier momento.
El propósito de esta investigación es entender la formación de opiniones y la toma de
decisiones de mexicanos de diferentes regiones y características demográficas.
Tu participación consiste en dos encuestas en línea. Cada encuesta dura como cinco minutos.
Puedes llenar la segunda encuesta dos semanas después de la primera.
Al final de la encuesta, te vamos a preguntar por tu correo del ITAM y un segundo correo
opcional. Sólo usaremos ese correo para contactarte sobre la segunda encuesta dos semanas
después. A partir de ese momento podrás llenar la segunda encuesta.
Tu información será confidencial, y no compartiremos información con la que se te pueda
identificar con gente fuera del equipo de investigación.
El investigador de este estudio es Mauricio Fernández Duque que se puede localizar en
duque@fas.harvard.edu, 17 Sumner Rd., Cuarto 201, Cambridge, MA 02138, o tel. +001 (617)
955-2084. La facultad asociada es Michael Hiscox quien se puede localizar en
hiscox@fas.harvard.edu, 1737 Cambridge Street, Cuarto 210, Cambridge, MA 02138, o tel.:
+001 (617) 495-2605. Contacta a cualquiera de los dos para cualquiera de los siguiente: Si
tienes preguntas, preocupaciones o quejas, Si quieres hablar con el equipo de investigación,
Si crees que el equipo de investigación te lastimó, o Si quieres dejar de formar parte del
estudio.
Este proyecto de investigación ha sido revisado por el Comité sobre el Uso de Sujetos de
Sujetos Humanos de la Universidad de Harvard. Se pueden localizar en +001-617-496-2847,

1414 Massachusetts Avenue, Segundo Piso, Cambridge, MA 02138, or cuhs@fas.harvard.edu
para cualquiera de lo siguiente:
Si tus preguntas, preocupaciones o quejas no están siendo contestadas por el equipo de
investigación,
Si no puedes localizar al equipo de investigación,
Si quieres hablar con alguien fuera del equipo de investigación, o
Si tienes preguntas sobre tus derechos como partícipe en la investigación.
Más información sobre el proyecto de investigación se puede encontrar en
http://scholar.harvard.edu/duque. Puedes encontrar el texto de este protocolo de
consentimiento ahí.
He leído la información en este protocolo de consentimiento. Todas mis preguntas sobre la
investigación han sido satisfechas.
 Sí
 No
Q3 ¿Naciste en México?
 Sí
 No

Q4 ¿En qué estado naciste? Cuando hablamos de 'estados', estamos incluyendo al Distrito
Federal como uno de los estado.
 Aguascalientes
 Baja California
 Baja California Sur
 Campeche
 Coahuila
 Colima
 Chiapas
 Chihuahua
 Distrito Federal
 Durango
 Estado de México
 Guanajuato
 Guerrero
 Hidalgo
 Jalisco
 Michoacán
 Morelos
 Nayarit
 Nuevo León
 Oaxaca
 Puebla
 Querétaro
 Quintana Roo
 San Luis Potosí
 Sinaloa
 Sonora
 Tabasco
 Tamaulipas
 Tlaxcala
 Veracruz
 Yucatán
 Zacatecas

Q5 Haz click en el nombre de todos los estados donde hayas vivido.

Q6 La gente muchas veces desarrolla una conexión a un estado. Sienten que ese estado es su
'hogar', estén o no viviendo ahí en el momento. Este estado muchas veces, pero no siempre,

es uno de los siguientes: donde nacieron, donde han vivido la mayor parte de su vida, donde
vive su familia o donde viven actualmente. ¿Hacia qué estado sientes tú mayor conexión?
 Aguascalientes
 Baja California
 Baja California Sur
 Campeche
 Coahuila
 Colima
 Chiapas
 Chihuahua
 Distrito Federal
 Durango
 Estado de México
 Guanajuato
 Guerrero
 Hidalgo
 Jalisco
 Michoacán
 Morelos
 Nayarit
 Ninguno
 Nuevo León
 Oaxaca
 Puebla
 Querétaro
 Quintana Roo
 San Luis Potosí
 Sinaloa
 Sonora
 Tabasco
 Tamaulipas
 Tlaxcala
 Veracruz
 Yucatán
 Zacatecas
Q7 Es común escuchar que los estados en México pertenecen a diferentes regiones. Sin
embargo, diferentes personas tienen diferentes opiniones sobre cuáles son estas regiones. Por
favor haz click en el nombre de los estados que tú personalmente consideras que son parte de
la misma región que ${q://QID4/ChoiceGroup/SelectedChoices}.

Q8 La gente varía en qué tan apegada se siente a su región y a México. Las siguientes dos
preguntas son sobre tu apego personal a tu región y a México. ¿Qué tan apegado/a te sientes
a tu región?
 Nada apegado/a
 Poco apegado/a
 Medio apegado/a
 Bastante apegado/a
 Muy apegado/a
Q9 ¿Qué tan apegado/a te sientes a México?
 Nada apegado/a
 Poco apegado/a
 Medio apegado/a
 Bastante apegado/a
 Muy apegado/a

Q10 Si hubiera una elección nacional mañana y tuvieras que votar, ¿por cuál partido en esta
lista votarías?
 PRI (Partido Revolucionario Institucional)
 PAN (Partido Acción Nacional)
 PRD (Partido de la Revolución Democrática)
 PVEM (Partido Verde Ecologista de México)
 PT (Partido del Trabajo)
 Movimiento Ciudadano
 PANAL (Nueva Alianza)
 MORENA (Movimiento Regeneración Nacional)
 Otro: ____________________
Q11 Vamos a nombrar varias organizaciones. Para cada una, dí si tienes completa, mucha,
bastante, poco o nada de confianza en ellas.¿Cuánta confianza tienes en...
Nada de
confianza

Poca
confianza

Bastante
confianza

Mucha
confianza

Completa
confianza

No los
conozco

El gobierno
federal?













Partidos
políticos?













Un Kilo de
Ayuda?













Teletón?













UNESCO?













Cruz roja?













Q12 Ahora te vamos a preguntar a quién le darías dinero sin esperar nada a cambio. Diferentes
personas tienen diferentes opiniones sobre qué es lo que harían. Voy a nombrar varios grupos.
Imagínate que alguien de ese grupo te pide una contribución. Te voy a pedir que me digas si

nunca, casi nunca, a veces, seguido o siempre darías una contribución a alguien de ese
grupo. ¿Qué tan seguido darías una contribución a...
Nunca

Casi
nunca

Seguido

Casi
siempre

Siempre

No
conozco al
grupo

Un niño
pobre en la
calle?













Una persona
pobre de la
tercera edad
en la calle?













Un Kilo de
Ayuda?













El Teletón?













La UNESCO?













La Cruz roja?













El World
Wide Fund for
Nature?













México Unido
Contra la
Delincuencia?













Q13 Ahora vas a adivinar cuáles son los diez estados más pobres y los diez estados más ricos
de México. Aunque muchos no sabríamos identificarlos exactamente, cada quien tiene su idea
de cuáles son. Nos interesa tu percepción, así que por favor no consultes fuentes externas.En
este mapa, haz click en el nombre de los diez estados más pobres de México.

Q14 En este mapa, haz click en el nombre de los diez estados más ricos de México.

Q15 ¿Cuál es tu edad?
Q16 ¿Cuál es tu género?
 Masculino
 Femenino
Q17 Tomando en cuenta la diversidad de personas que hay en el país, ¿te consideras una
persona...
 Indígena
 Mestiza
 Blanca
 Negra
 Mulata
 Asiática u Oriental
 Otro ____________________
Q18 Piensa en una escala de ingreso en el que 1 indica el grupo de ingresos más bajo del país
y 10 el grupo de ingresos más alto. Quisiéramos saber a qué grupo pertenece tu vivienda. Por

favor, especifica el número apropiado, tomando en cuenta todos los sueldos, salarios,
pensiones y demás ingresos.
 1 - Grupo de ingreso más bajo
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10 - Grupo de ingreso más alto
Q19 Esta es la última pantalla de esta primera encuesta. Antes de cerrar la encuesta,
asegúrate de responder a las preguntas de esta pantalla y presionar el botón que está hasta
abajo a la derecha.En dos semanas te contactaremos con un vínculo para la segunda
encuesta. Te pedimos de favor que no platiques con otras personas de esta encuesta hasta
después de que terminemos de levantar ambas encuestas, fuera de comunciación con el
equipo de investigación o con el Comité sobre el Uso de Sujetos Humanos. Esto lo pedimos
para que cada persona tome la encuesta sin estar influenciada por la opinión de los
demás. ¿Estás de acuerdo en no platicar con otras personas de esta encuesta hasta que
hayamos terminado de levantar ambas encuestas?
 Sí
 No
Q20 Vas a poder llenar la segunda encuesta en dos semanas. Para contactarte, por favor
danos tu correo del ITAM y posiblemente un segundo correo abajo. Recuerda que vamos a
utilizar tu correo únicamente para contactarte para la segunda encuesta. No compartiremos
información identificable con nadie.Por favor anota tu correo electrónico del ITAM.
Q21 Por favor también escribe un segundo correo si prefieres que te escribamos ahí.

Encuesta ITAM de salida Version Final
Q1 ¡Gracias por participar en la segunda y última encuesta! Por favor no consultes
información externa para responder preguntas en esta encuesta. Nos interesa tu punto de vista
personal.
En la siguiente pantalla te pediremos tu consentimiento a formar parte del estudio, siguiendo el
protocolo del Comité sobre el Uso de Sujetos Humanos en la Universidad de Harvard.
Cuando hayas acabado de leer las instrucciones y respondido las preguntas en una pantalla,
por favor haz click en el botón que siempre va a aparecer en la parte de abajo de la pantalla.
Q2

Protocolo de Consentimiento

Es tu decisión si quieres participar o no en esta investigación. Si decides participar, puedes
cambiar de opinión y dejar el estudio en cualquier momento.
Tu información será confidencial, y no compartiremos información con la que se te pueda
identificar con gente fuera del equipo de investigación.
El investigador de este estudio es Mauricio Fernández Duque que se puede localizar en
duque@fas.harvard.edu, 17 Sumner Rd., Cuarto 201, Cambridge, MA 02138, o tel. +001 (617)
955-2084. La facultad asociada es Michael Hiscox quien se puede localizar en
hiscox@fas.harvard.edu, 1737 Cambridge Street, Cuarto 210, Cambridge, MA 02138, o tel.:
+001 (617) 495-2605. Contacta a cualquiera de los dos para cualquiera de los siguiente:
Si tienes preguntas, preocupaciones o quejas,
Si quieres hablar con el equipo de investigación,
Si crees que el equipo de investigación te lastimó, o
Si quieres dejar de formar parte del estudio.
Este proyecto de investigación ha sido revisado por el Comité sobre el Uso de Sujetos de
Sujetos Humanos de la Universidad de Harvard. Se pueden localizar en +001-617-496-2847,

1414 Massachusetts Avenue, Segundo Piso, Cambridge, MA 02138, or cuhs@fas.harvard.edu
para cualquiera de lo siguiente:
Si tus preguntas, preocupaciones o quejas no están siendo contestadas por el equipo de
investigación,
Si no puedes localizar al equipo de investigación,
Si quieres hablar con alguien fuera del equipo de investigación, o
Si tienes preguntas sobre tus derechos como partícipe en la investigación.
Más información sobre el proyecto de investigación se puede encontrar en
http://scholar.harvard.edu/duque. Puedes encontrar el texto de este protocolo de
consentimiento ahí.
He leído la información en este protocolo de consentimiento. Todas mis preguntas sobre la
investigación han sido satisfechas.
 Sí
 No
Q3 Varias organizaciones caritativas recaudan fondos a través de tarjetas que cuelgan junto a
los cajeros en los supermercados. La idea es que le des la tarjeta a la persona en la caja si
quieres donar a la organización. Te vamos a presentar una de estas tarjetas. Vamos a escoger
una tarjeta al azar para mostrarte de entre varias tarjetas posibles. Algunas de estas tarjetas ya
se han utilizado en supermercados y se refieren a proyectos que se están llevando a cabo
actualmente. Te vamos a dar diez segundos para ver la tarjeta, y luego te vamos a hacer una
serie de preguntas.

Q1370
Ejemplo de una de las tarjetas:

Q1404 Por favor escribe cinco palabras que te vengan a la mente después de haber visto la
tarjeta.
Palabra 1
Palabra 2
Palabra 3
Palabra 4
Palabra 5
Q1405 ¿Cuál es el nombre de la organización que aparece en la tarjeta?
simplemente escribe 'No sé'.

Si no sabes,

Q1406 Se van a rifar varios premios de 100 pesos para aquellos que completen la encuesta. Si
eres uno de los ganadores de la rifa, tienes la oportunidad de donar cualquier parte de esos
100 pesos.
Tu donativo ayuda a los beneficiarios en ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle}. Se
les ayudará a través de la organización que aparece en la tarjeta, a menos que actualmente no
tenga un proyecto con ellos. En ese caso, tu donación se irá a una organización que sí tenga
un proyecto similar con ellos. ¿Cuánto quieres donar en caso de que ganes?
Q1409 Cuando tú piensas en ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle}, ¿se te hace más fácil pensar
en ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle} como parte de México o como parte de una región
específica del país?
 México
 Región del país
Q1408 ¿Qué tanto crees que ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle} es como todos los otros
estados en México?
 Todo México
 Un estado en México
 Se parece algo
 Se parece bastante
 Se parece mucho
 No sé
Q1410 Vamos a repetir el último par preguntas sobre otros tres estados.Cuando tú piensas
en ${e://Field/RicherStateFarArticle}, ¿se te hace más fácil pensar
en ${e://Field/RicherStateFarArticle} como parte de México o como parte de una región
específica del país?
 México
 Región del país
Q696 ¿Qué tanto crees que ${e://Field/RicherStateFarArticle} es como todos los otros estados
en México?
 Todo México
 Un estado en México
 Se parece algo
 Se parece bastante
 Se parece mucho
 No sé
Q1411 Cuando tú piensas en ${e://Field/PoorerStateCloseArticle}, ¿se te hace más fácil pensar
en ${e://Field/PoorerStateCloseArticle} como parte de México o como parte de una región
específica del país?
 México
 Región del país

Q697 ¿Qué tanto crees que ${e://Field/PoorerStateCloseArticle} es como todos los otros
estados en México?
 Todo México
 Un estado en México
 Se parece algo
 Se parece bastante
 Se parece mucho
 No sé
Q700 Cuando tú piensas en ${e://Field/PoorerStateFarArticle}, ¿se te hace más fácil pensar en
${e://Field/PoorerStateFarArticle} como parte de México o como parte de una región
específica del país?
 México
 Región del país
Q698 ¿Qué tanto crees que ${e://Field/PoorerStateFarArticle} es como todos los otros estados
en México?
 Todo México
 Un estado en México
 Se parece algo
 Se parece bastante
 Se parece mucho
 No sé
Q1412 La organización que aparecía en la tarjeta que te presentamos es Un Kilo de Ayuda.De
cada cien niños dentro ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseDelArticle}, ¿A cuántos niños crees que
atiende Un Kilo de Ayuda?
Q1413 De cada cien niños fuera ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseDelArticle}, ¿A cuántos niños
crees que atiende Un Kilo de Ayuda?
Q1414 Si Un Kilo de Ayuda presupuesta 100 pesos para atender niños
dentro ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseDelArticle}, ¿cuántos de esos pesos no le llegan a los
niños porque se destinan a otros gastos?Si crees que la organización no presupuesta
dinero ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseAlArticle}, escribe 'NA'.
Q1415 Si Un Kilo de Ayuda presupuesta 100 pesos para atender niños
fuera ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseDelArticle}, ¿cuántos de esos pesos no le llegan a los niños
porque se destinan a otros gastos?Si crees que la organización no presupuesta dinero
fuera ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseDelArticle}, escribe 'NA'.

Q1416 ¿Qué tan seguido cumple Un Kilo de Ayuda con las promesas que hace a los
donadores?
 Nunca
 Pocas veces
 Algunas veces
 Bastantes veces
 Siempre
 No sé
Q1417 ¿Qué tan atractiva te pareció la tarjeta?
 Nada atractiva
 Poco atractiva
 Algo atractiva
 Bastante atractiva
 Muy atractiva

Q1418 Selecciona, para cada uno de los siguientes grupos, si está asociado con Un Kilo de
Ayuda.
Sí está asociado

No está asociado

No sé si está
asociado o no

PRI (Partido
Revolucionario
Institucional)







PAN (Partido Acción
Nacional)







PRD (Partido de la
Revolución
Democrática)







PVEM (Partido Verde
Ecologista de
México)







PT (Partido del
Trabajo)







Movimiento
Ciudadano







PANAL (Nueva
Alianza)







MORENA
(Movimiento
Regeneración
Nacional)







Teletón







Televisa







TV Azteca







Save the Children







UNESCO







Instituto Nacional de
Salud Pública







Secretaría de Salud







Iglesia Católica







Q1407 Considera una política en la que los impuestos se incrementarían en todo el país para
combatir la pobreza rural. Los beneficiarios de estas políticas estarían concentrados
geográficamente en ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle}.¿Qué tan a favor estás de esta
política?
 Totalmente en contra
 Muy en contra
 Algo en contra
 Justo entre estar a favor y en contra
 Algo a favor
 Muy a favor
 Totalmente a favor
 No sé
Q1419 Ahora te vamos a preguntar algunas cosas
sobre ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle}.¿De qué partido político es el
gobernador ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseDelArticle}?
 PRI (Partido Revolucionario Institucional)
 PAN (Partido Acción Nacional)
 PRD (Partido de la Revolución Democrática)
 PVEM (Partido Verde Ecologista de México)
 PT (Partido del Trabajo)
 Movimiento Ciudadano
 PANAL (Nueva Alianza)
 MORENA (Movimiento Regeneración Nacional)
 Independiente
 Otro ____________________
 No sé
Q1420 ¿Cuál es el partido político con mayor número de legisladores en la cámara de
diputados ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseDelArticle}?
 PRI (Partido Revolucionario Institucional)
 PAN (Partido Acción Nacional)
 PRD (Partido de la Revolución Democrática)
 PVEM (Partido Verde Ecologista de México)
 PT (Partido del Trabajo)
 Movimiento Ciudadano
 PANAL (Nueva Alianza)
 MORENA (Movimiento Regeneración Nacional)
 No sé

Q1421 Piensa en una escala de ingreso en el que 1 indica el grupo de estados con ingresos
más bajo del país y 10 el grupo de estados con ingresos más alto. Quisiéramos saber a qué
grupo pertenece ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle}. Por favor, especifica el número apropiado.
 1 - Grupo de estados con ingreso más bajo
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10 - Grupo de estados con ingreso más alto
Q1422 En la pregunta anterior te pedimos que clasificaras
${e://Field/RicherStateCloseAlArticle} entre diferentes estados. Ahora te vamos a pedir que
clasifiques a los beneficiarios de la tarjeta entre los que viven en
${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle}. Piensa en una escala de ingreso en el que 1 indica el
grupo de individuos con ingresos más bajo ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseDelArticle} y 10 el grupo
de individuos con ingresos más altos ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseDelArticle}.
Piensa en los
beneficiarios a los que se refiere la tarjeta que presentamos. Quisiéramos saber a qué grupo
pertenecen estos individuos. Por favor, especifica el número apropiado.
 1 - Grupo de individuos con ingreso más bajo en ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle}
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10 - Grupo de individuos con ingreso más alto en ${e://Field/RicherStateCloseArticle}

Q1423 La gente varía en qué tan apegada se siente a su región y a México. Las siguientes dos
preguntas son sobre tu apego personal a tu región y a México. ¿Qué tan apegado/a te sientes
a tu región?
 Nada apegado/a
 Poco apegado/a
 Medio apegado/a
 Bastante apegado/a
 Muy apegado/a
Q1424 ¿Qué tan apegado/a te sientes a México?
 Nada apegado/a
 Poco apegado/a
 Medio apegado/a
 Bastante apegado/a
 Muy apegado/a
Q1425 Ya llegaste al final de la encuesta. ¡Gracias por participar en el estudio! Como seguimos
levantando la encuesta, todavía no podemos hacer pública la información sobre varios
aspectos del estudio. Una vez que acabemos de recopilar las encuestas, a más tardar en un
mes, te mandaremos un correo con la información sobre de qué se trataba el estudio, quién
ganó la rifa y cómo se destinó el dinero que se donó. Este será el último correo que te
mandaremos sobre el estudio. También publicaremos esta información en la
página http://scholar.harvard.edu/duque/estudio-itam. Cuando hayamos analizado la
información y tengamos los resultados del estudio, en alrededor de seis meses, publicaremos
los resultados en la misma página.Mientras tanto, quisiéramos pedirte que no platiques del
estudio con otras personas que no sean el equipo de investigación o el Comité sobre el Uso de
Sujetos Humanos. Esto lo pedimos para que cada persona tome la encuesta sin estar
influenciada por la opinión de los demás. ¿Estás de acuerdo en no platicar del estudio con
otras personas hasta que recibas el último correo sobre el estudio?
 Sí
 No

