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STUDY 1
Method
[bookmark: _Hlk47946897]Study 1 Samples. Thirty different groups of leaders and individuals in “elite” occupations across society were combined for this study. Seven of the groups were included in prior work. Two groups used partial data from prior work. The other 21 groups are completely new to this analysis. The data collection for these samples occurred from 2012 through 2018. Many of the original samples included individuals from non-U.S. countries. For the purposes of this study, each sample was restricted to only those individuals with at least one U.S. school listed in their higher education backgrounds. This resulted in a total sample of 26,198 participants.
Samples used in prior work
Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) from the Fortune 500. Data were collected for four time points (1996, 2006, 2012, and 2014) from Fortune magazine’s annual list of the Fortune 500 companies (http://archive.fortune.com/magazines/fortune/fortune500_archive/full/1996/) and through internet searches where systematic data on a CEOs name, company, revenues, gender, and undergraduate and graduate information were available. Occasionally companies did not list a CEO and thus were excluded from analysis. Data in 2012 were drawn from the same database used in (Wai, 2013). Data in 1996, 2006, and 2014 were drawn from the same database used in (Wai & Rindermann, 2015). For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: 1996 (Male = 397, Female = 0), 2006 (M = 453, F = 9), 2012 (M = 423, F = 16), and 2014 (M = 418, F = 21). Total N = 1,737.
Active Federal Judges. Data were collected on January 16, 2013 from the Biographical Directory of Federal Judges (http://www.fjc.gov/history/home.nsf/page/judges.html) on all federal judges that had a designated “active” status and were drawn from the same database used in (Wai, 2013). Name, gender, age, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected from the Federal Judge database as reported only through biographical summaries provided. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 553, Female = 236. Total N = 789.

Billionaires. Data were collected for Forbes billionaires in 2016 from the annual list (updated yearly at https://www.forbes.com/billionaires/#5ec2bc0d251c) and were drawn from the 2016 year portion of the database used in (Wai & Kanaya, 2019). Data on name, gender, sector in which wealth was obtained, country, self-made status, marital status, number of children, net worth, age, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 531, Female = 48. Total N = 579.

New York Times Employees. Data were collected during a two month period in October and November of 2016 through a LinkedIn premium account, which allowed identification of up to just under 1,000 individuals who self-reported they were employed by the New York Times This was the search limit imposed by LinkedIn. LinkedIn indicated that at the time during which the search was conducted, there were a total of 4,453 individuals who indicated they were employed by the New York Times. Data were collected only through information provided in individual LinkedIn profiles, and included name, job title, gender, undergraduate and graduate information, and college major. These data were drawn from the same database used in (Wai & Perina, 2018). For this study, the samples were limited to just editors and writers (those on the “masthead”) and were as follows: Male = 194, Female = 181. Total N = 375.

Wall Street Journal Employees. Data were collected during a two month period in October and November of 2016 through a LinkedIn premium account, which allowed identification of up to just under 1,000 individuals who self-reported they were employed by the Wall Street Journal. This was the search limit imposed by LinkedIn. LinkedIn indicated that at the time during which the search was conducted, there were a total of 2,161 individuals who indicated they were employed by the New York Times. Data were collected only through information provided in individual LinkedIn profiles, and included name, job title, gender, undergraduate and graduate information, and college major. These data were drawn from the same database used in (Wai & Perina, 2018). For this study, the samples were limited to just editors and writers (those on the “masthead”) and were as follows: Male = 270, Female = 236. Total N = 506.

World’s Most Powerful People. Data were collected on the world’s most powerful men and women according to Forbes in 2013. The most powerful people (updated yearly at https://www.forbes.com/powerful-people/list/) and the most powerful women (updated yearly at https://www.forbes.com/power-women/list/) lists were used from 2013 and were drawn from the same database used in (Wai, 2014). To form a most powerful men list, women were removed from the most powerful people list. Data were collected on name, country, title, age, gender, marital status, number of children, and undergraduate and graduate information. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Most Powerful Men (N = 38), Most Powerful Women (N = 65). Total N = 103.

World Economic Forum (Davos) Participants. Data were collected on individuals who attended the World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland in 2014, as compiled by the Wall Street Journal. The data used in this study were drawn from the same database used in (Wai, 2014). Data on name, title, company, and country were collected from the Wall Street Journal list, and college or university, graduate school, major, and gender were collected through internet searches. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 926, Female = 162. Total N = 1,088.

Samples that are primarily new

Senators. Data were collected for six time points (1963, 1973, 1983, 1993, 2003, and 2013) from the Biographical Directory of the United States Congress (http://bioguide.congress.gov/biosearch/biosearch.asp). Data on name, party affiliation, gender, age, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected from the Biographical Directory database as reported only through biographical summaries provided. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: 1963 (Male = 105, Female = 2), 1973 (M = 107, F = 0), 1983 (M = 98, F = 2), 1993 (M = 97, F = 7), 2003 (M = 86, F = 14), 2013 (M = 83, F = 20). Total N = 621. The 2013 data was used in (Wai, 2013).

House of Representatives. Data were collected for six time points (1963, 1973, 1983, 1993, 2003, and 2013) from the Biographical Directory of the United States Congress (http://bioguide.congress.gov/biosearch/biosearch.asp). Data on name, party affiliation, gender, age, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected from the Biographical Directory database as reported only through biographical summaries provided. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: 1963 (Male = 432, Female = 12), 1973 (M = 425, F = 17), 1983 (M = 419, F = 22), 1993 (M = 396, F = 47), 2003 (M = 379, F = 60), 2013 (M = 357, F = 79). Total N = 2,645. The 2013 data was used in (Wai, 2013).

Samples that are entirely new

Four Star Generals. Data were collected on United States Army, Marine Corps, or Air Force individuals who have achieved the rank of Four-Star General (the highest rank achievable). Promotions awarded outside of active duty were excluded. The list was from Wikipedia (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_active_duty_United_States_four-star_officers). Undergraduate and graduate education, date of promotion, birth date, gender, and birth city was collected via internet searches. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 487, Female = 4. Total N = 491.

Four Star Admirals. Data were collected on United States Navy, Coast Guard, or Public Health Service Commissioned Corps individuals who achieved the rank of Four-Star General (the highest rank achievable). Promotions awarded outside of active duty were excluded. The list was from Wikipedia (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_active_duty_United_States_four-star_officers). Undergraduate and graduate education, date of promotion, birth date, gender, and birth city were collected via internet searches. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 243, Female = 1. Total N = 244.

Presidents and Vice Presidents. Data were collected on individuals who were elected President and/or Vice-President of the United States. The list was from Wikipedia (presidents: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Presidents_of_the_United_States; vice-presidents: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_Vice_Presidents_of_the_United_States). Undergraduate and graduate education, along with dates of the individual’s term as president or vice-president, birth date, gender, and birth city were collected via internet searches. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 66, Female = 0. Total N = 66.
American Academy of Arts and Letters. Data were collected on the then current members of the American Academy of Arts and Letters as of May 2016 from the official webpage (https://artsandletters.org/). Data on name, year elected, department elected to, gender, age, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 162, Female = 60. Total N = 222.

American Academy of Arts and Sciences. Data were collected on the then active U.S. members of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences as of June 2016 from the official webpage (https://www.amacad.org/). Data on name, year elected, affiliation at the time of election, class and subclass in which election was made to, gender, age, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 3,617, Female = 883. Total N = 4,500.
American Philosophical Society. Data were collected on the living members of the American Philosophical Society as of May 2016 from the official webpage (https://www.amphilsoc.org/). Data on name, year elected, affiliation at the time of election, class and subdivision in which election was made to, residency, age, gender, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 614, Female = 204. Total N = 818.
Billion Dollar Startup Club. Data were collected on the CEOs and founders of companies valued at $1 billion or more by venture capital firms according to an official list compiled by the Wall Street Journal (https://www.wsj.com/graphics/billion-dollar-club/). Data on name, company, latest valuation, total equity, gender, industry, country, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 233, Female = 20. Total N = 253.
Bilderberg Meeting Participants. Data were collected on the participants at the 2016 Bilderberg annual meeting, which convened people who were experts from areas such as academia, industry, finance, and the media, as well as political leaders. Data on name, organizational affiliation, gender, birth year, country, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 38, Female = 8. Total N = 46.
Fields Medalists. Data were collected on all the winners of the Fields Medal up through 2014 (https://www.mathunion.org/imu-awards/fields-medal). Data on name, year of award, gender, age, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 19, Female = 1. N = 20.
Harvard Faculty. Data were collected on all non-medical faculty of Harvard University from April through July of 2014. At the time of data collection in 2014, there were 8,745 medical faculty from which data on educational background was not systematically and publicly available, therefore only non-medical faculty information was collected through publicly available CVs and other internet resources for 2,400 individuals (http://facultyfinder.harvard.edu/search). Data on name, title, school, department, sub-department, gender, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 1,253, Female = 625. Total N = 1,878.
MacArthur Fellows. Data were collected in August 2016 on all the MacArthur Fellows from 1981 through 2015 (https://www.macfound.org/programs/fellows/). Data on name, class, location, area of focus, age at award, gender, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 528, Female = 325. Total N = 853.
National Academy of Medicine. Data were collected in 2014 on all the living members of the National Academy of Medicine up through 2014, including “foreign associates,” from the official webpage (https://nam.edu/). Data on name, election year, gender, undergraduate education, and PhD, MD, or terminal doctorate degree granting institution was collected through official webpage biographies and internet searches. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 1,272, Female = 418. Total N = 1,690.
National Academy of Engineering. Data were collected in February 2015 on all the living members of the National Academy of Engineering up through 2014 from the official webpage (https://www.nae.edu/). Data on name, election year, gender, undergraduate education, and doctorate granting institution was collected through official webpage biographies and internet searches. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 1,896, Female = 113. Total N = 2,009.
National Academy of Sciences. Data on the living members of the National Academy of Sciences up through 2014 were collected in January of 2015 from the official webpage (http://www.nasonline.org/). Data on name, gender, election year, primary section elected to, secondary section elected to, undergraduate education, and doctorate granting institution was collected through official webpage biographies and internet searches. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 1,678, Female = 267. Total N = 1,945.
National Book Awards. Data were collected in January 2017 on all National Book Award winners from 1950 to 2016 from the official webpage (http://www.nationalbook.org/). Data on name, award year, category of award, name of award-winning work, gender, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 229, Female = 78. Total N = 307.
National Magazine Awards. Data were collected in March 2017 on all National Magazine Award winners up through 2017 from the official webpage (http://www.magazine.org/asme/national-magazine-awards). Data on name, award year, magazine, award category, gender, and undergraduate and graduate information were collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 173, Female = 75. Total N = 248.
Nobel Prize Winners. Data were collected on all Nobel Prize Winners from 1901 through 2015 from the official webpage (https://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/lists/all/). Data on name, award year, award area, gender, birth year, and undergraduate and graduate information was collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 305, Female = 13. Total N = 318.
New York Times Fiction and Nonfiction Bestselling Authors. Data were collected on all fiction and non-fiction bestselling authors that made number one on the New York Times adult hardcover list from 1942 through 2016 as compiled by Hawes Publications (http://www.hawes.com/number1s.htm). Data on name, year book made number one, fiction or nonfiction, name of book, gender, and undergraduate and graduate information was collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 410, Female = 137. Total N = 547.
Pulitzer Prize Winners. Data were collected on all Pulitzer Prize winners from 1917 through 2017 from the official website (http://www.pulitzer.org/). Data on name, prize year, category, subcategory, gender, and undergraduate and graduate information was collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 1,015, Female = 234. Total N = 1,249.
Turing Award Winners. Data were collected on all Turing Award winners from 1966 through 2015 (https://awards.acm.org/). Data on name year awarded, gender, age, and undergraduate and graduate information was collected. For this study, the restricted samples were as follows: Male = 48, Female = 3. Total N = 51.
Explanation of samples as a whole. The 30 groups used in this study included many high achievers from around the world. As the purpose of this study is to examine U.S. “elites,” we determined that only those individuals who had attended a U.S. college or university in some capacity for their undergraduate or graduate education would be considered a part of this study. The method of determining “elite schools” that follows applies only to that U.S. sample.
Explanation of method. Gaining admission to a highly selective U.S. college or university at the undergraduate level typically requires scoring at or above a certain level on the Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) or the American College Test (ACT). 
Gaining admission to a highly selective U.S. graduate school typically requires scoring at or above a certain level on various admissions tests, such as the Law School Admissions Test (LSAT), Graduate Management Admission Test (GMAT), or the Graduate Record Examination (GRE), among others.
The way that “elite schools” are broadly determined in this study is largely a function of whether an individual attended a U.S. school for undergraduate or graduate education which had average test scores among the very highest percentiles. High average test scores of a college or university indicates the test score requirements for admission are high and provides an indirect and approximate average (though of course imperfect) indicator of an individual’s test score. For groups, in aggregate, this indicator becomes more accurate. Because some individuals may have attended an “elite” undergraduate or “elite” graduate institution only, we developed our method to capture individuals with high standardized test scores broadly at multiple levels.
During the data collection process, which required systematic internet searches to triangulate on whether individuals went to undergraduate and/or graduate school, as much information was recorded for each individual as possible. This included information about whether a bachelor’s degree was completed, whether the individual “dropped out,” or whether they simply “attended” an institution. At the graduate level, this included information about the specific degree they obtained (e.g., PhD, MD, MS, etc.) when such information was available. In some cases, for example, we could only ascertain that individuals had some graduate studies at an institution or had a graduate degree of some kind. As much specific information was recorded as was available, and in the majority of cases the degree obtained was clearly marked. But at other times this specific degree information was not available. We determined to include in our coding anyone who had information about school attended regardless of whether a specific degree was recorded or not. This allowed us to capture a broad indicator of school attendance but not necessarily formal graduation. For the purposes of our study focused on needing high standardized test scores for admission, however, this is appropriate. We excluded school attendance information for our coding purposes for “Executive Management Programs,” “Fellowships,” and other similar certifications that likely did not require high standardized test scores for admission.
“Elite” 34 Schools. Starting at the undergraduate level, Table S1a indicates all the U.S. undergraduate schools that were categorized as “elite” as function of high average SAT or ACT scores. Attendance at a national university or liberal arts college that had median combined SAT Critical Reading and Math scores of 1400 or greater according to the 2013 U.S. News rankings (America’s Best Colleges, 2013) was used as an indicator of “elite” 34 school status. The U.S. News rankings report the 25th and 75th combined SAT Critical Reading and Math or ACT composite percentiles so an average of these two values was computed to approximate the median score. Before doing this, ACT composites were translated to SAT composites using a concordance table (ACT, 2011). 
Table S1. “Elite” 34 schools.
	a. National Universities and Liberal Arts Colleges
	Combined SAT Math and Critical Reading Scores

	1.   California Institute of Technology
	1525

	2.   Harvey Mudd College
	1500

	      Princeton University
	1500

	4.   Yale University
	1495

	5.   Harvard University
	1490

	      Massachusetts Institute of Technology
	1490

	7.   University of Chicago
	1485

	8.   Columbia University
	1475

	9.   Washington University in St. Louis
	1465

	      University of Notre Dame
	1465

	11. Pomona College
	1460

	12. Stanford University
	1455

	      Dartmouth College
	1455

	14. Northwestern University
	1445

	      Vanderbilt University
	1445

	16. Duke University
	1440

	      University of Pennsylvania
	1440

	      Swarthmore College
	1440

	19. Brown University
	1430

	      Rice University
	1430

	      Tufts University
	1430

	22. Amherst College
	1425

	23. Williams College
	1420

	24. Carleton College
	1415

	25. Johns Hopkins University
	1410

	      Carnegie Mellon University
	1410

	      Bowdoin College
	1410

	28. Cornell University
	1400

	      Haverford College
	1400



	b. Law Schools
	Average LSAT Scores

	1.   Yale University
	173.5

	      Harvard University
	173.5

	3.   Columbia University
	172.5

	4.   New York University
	172.0

	5.   University of Chicago
	170.0

	6.   Stanford University
	169.5

	7.   Duke University
	169.0

	      Georgetown University
	169.0

	9.   University of Pennsylvania
	168.5

	      University of Michigan Ann Arbor
	168.5

	11. University of Virginia
	168.0

	      Northwestern University
	168.0



	c. Business Schools
	Average GMAT Scores

	1.   Stanford University
	730

	2.   Harvard University
	724

	3.   University of Chicago
	719

	      Yale University
	719

	      New York University (Stern)
	719

	6.   University of Pennsylvania (Wharton)
	718

	      Dartmouth College (Tuck)
	718

	8.   Columbia University
	716

	9.   University of California Berkeley
	715

	10. Northwestern University
	712

	11. Massachusetts Institute of Technology
	710

	12. University of Michigan Ann Arbor (Ross)
	703



Individuals who attended a law school indicated in Table S1b were categorized as “elite” as were individuals who attended a business school indicated in Table S1c. U.S. News ranks law and business schools and reports average LSAT and GMAT scores. The top law and business schools were ranked according to test scores and the top 12 from each group were selected which approximate the top 10% of test takers within each respective pool (GMAT, 2013; LSAC, 2007). 
[bookmark: _Hlk47946116]Beyond law and business schools, average test scores are not typically reported broadly for individual institutions in U.S. News. For this reason, we wanted to broadly capture people who scored highly on the GRE in some manner to allow them to also be captured as having “elite” school status. Therefore individuals with a graduate degree that fell outside of law and business were determined to be “elite” if they attended one of the schools in Table S1a. This method resulted in a total group of “elite” 34 schools.
Graduate School. This indicates that the individual attended a U.S. graduate school in some capacity but not an “elite” 34 undergraduate or graduate school.
College. This indicates that the individual attended a U.S. college in some capacity but not a graduate school or an “elite” 34 school.
Not Reported/No College (NR/NC) or “Missing” data. This indicates that the individual did not report their education (i.e., we could not find their educational information online) or that they simply did not attend college. Because online data was not always systematically available, this category broadly indicates “missing” data.
Overall, the categories of “elite” 34 school, graduate school, college, and missing are independent and sum to 100%.
“Elite” 16 schools. In order to examine whether our findings hold for more select institutions, even within the “elite” 34 schools, we also used the same coding protocol but simply restricted schools to roughly the top half of each of the lists in Table S1. These lists are shown in Table S2. Otherwise the same coding procedure was followed as described above.
Table S2. “Elite” 16 schools.
	a. National Universities and Liberal Arts Colleges
	Combined SAT Math and Critical Reading Scores

	1.   California Institute of Technology
	1525

	2.   Harvey Mudd College
	1500

	      Princeton University
	1500

	4.   Yale University
	1495

	5.   Harvard University
	1490

	      Massachusetts Institute of Technology
	1490

	7.   University of Chicago
	1485

	8.   Columbia University
	1475

	9.   Washington University in St. Louis
	1465

	      University of Notre Dame
	1465

	11. Pomona College
	1460

	12. Stanford University
	1455

	      Dartmouth College
	1455

	14. Northwestern University
	1445

	      Vanderbilt University
	1445



	b. Law Schools
	Average LSAT Scores

	1. Yale University
	173.5

	    Harvard University
	173.5

	3. Columbia University
	172.5

	4. New York University
	172.0

	5. University of Chicago
	170.0

	6. Stanford University
	169.5



	c. Business Schools
	Average GMAT Scores

	1. Stanford University
	730

	2. Harvard University
	724

	3. University of Chicago
	719

	    Yale University
	719

	    New York University (Stern)
	719

	6. University of Pennsylvania (Wharton)
	718

	    Dartmouth College (Tuck)
	718



Ivy League. In order to determine whether our findings hold for a specific well-known set of select institutions, we used the same coding protocol but simply restricted schools to the Ivy League, those institutions listed in Table S3. We also recorded whether Ivy League attendance was at the undergraduate and/or graduate level.
Table S3. Ivy League.
Brown University
Columbia University
Cornell University
Dartmouth College
Harvard University
University of Pennsylvania
Princeton University
Yale University
Harvard. In order to determine whether our findings hold for Harvard, we indicated whether an individual attended Harvard for their undergraduate or graduate education in some capacity.
“Elite” Undergraduate School. In order to determine whether our findings hold for “elite” undergraduate institutions only, we indicated whether an individual attended an “elite” 34 undergraduate institution overall (Table S1) and an “elite” 16 undergraduate institution (Table S2).
“Elite” Graduate School. In order to determine whether our findings hold for “elite” graduate institutions only, we indicated whether an individual attended an “elite” 34 graduate institution overall (Table S1) and an “elite” graduate institution that was roughly in the top half (Table S2).
Additional Information
Explanation of data checking and cleaning procedure. Data were checked to determine an estimate of the error rate across the full datasets and examine the extent to which the core protocol focused on educational selectivity changed and/or was an overestimate or underestimate.
Across the years 2012 to 2018, 27 of the datasets were collected by the first author, and 3 were collected by the second author in 2018. The second author checked a random 5% of the 27 datasets collected by the first author and the first author checked a random 5% of the 3 datasets collected by the second author. Checking involved independent internet searches to determine the accuracy and completeness of the data collected as well as checking the coding of the protocol used in this study. The random 5% of each dataset was conducted on all the data, prior to limiting the analyses to U.S. participants as part of the protocol for this study. After the checking was completed, the author that collected the data determined the types of errors uncovered by the one who checked the data, and recorded the types of changes made to the core protocol of “elite” 34 school, graduate school, college, and “missing” data (not reported or no college). The random 5% that were independently checked were then updated throughout all the 30 datasets to reflect independently verified and information that was as complete as possible.
Out of the 1,773 (5% of all 30 datasets combined) cases checked, 311 (17.54%) had core errors meaning core educational data was missing or inaccurate. In the majority of cases these core errors were missing masters or other degrees, given that the data collection procedure was initially limited to searching for undergraduate and graduate degrees for many of the individual datasets. We also examined the extent to which there was a change in the core protocol of “elite” 34 school, graduate school, college, and missing data based on errors randomly found in 5% of all the datasets which should be a reasonable representation of the error rate in the remaining 95% of cases in those datasets. There were 23 changes in the core protocol out of the 1,773 checked, meaning roughly 1.29% of the cases contained an error in the core protocol. Of those 23 changes, 22 were in the direction of “more select”—meaning, for example, the change went from college to graduate school or from graduate school to “elite” 34 school—and only 1 of those changes was in the direction of “less select.” This suggests that the “elite” school or cognitive ability estimates from the core protocol are unlikely to be much different even if we corrected every error in our entire database.
Determining unique people within each dataset. For each of the 30 datasets, some people showed up more than one time, for example being elected to the House multiple times (due to multiple cross-sectional time points of data collection) or winning an award multiple times. Therefore, perhaps the best estimate of the educational selectivity and ability of that group would be obtained by all unique individuals. To that end, an independent research assistant was tasked to reduce each of the 30 datasets to include only unique individuals. For the core analysis of the overall estimates of the “elite” school and other higher education results, each sample was reduced to include only unique people within that sample.
Upper bound estimates of “elite” or other school attendance. Figure 1 (in the main text) shows the upper bound estimates of “elite” school or other school attendance. These are upper bound estimates because the denominator includes only people who reported attending at least one U.S. school and/or the sample itself was easily isolated to just U.S. specific subsamples.
[bookmark: _Hlk48118494]Using both historical and contemporary samples combined. The samples that were collected were intended, by design, to broadly represent important categories of outlier achievers in U.S. society. However, some databases, such as the data collected for the New York Times and the Wall Street Journal through LinkedIn allowed only a contemporary analysis at one time point, whereas other databases, such as U.S. presidents and vice presidents, could be examined in entirety. Each of the databases were compiled with the intention of ensuring that a reasonably large sample size was reached for a stable analysis to represent that domain. To roughly examine whether the proportion of individuals who attended “elite” institutions varied over time periods we examined groups where we had sufficient sample size at each time point, namely the American Philosophical society, Fortune 500 CEOs, House members, Senators, National Academy of Engineering, National Academy of Medicine, National Academy of Sciences, Nobel Prize Winners, and Pulitzer Prize Winners. In some cases it was the oldest cohort that we are able to analyze based on sample size who had higher percentages who attended one of the “Elite” 34 schools (American Philosophical Society, Fortune 500 CEOs, House members, National Academy of Engineering, National Academy of Medicine, National Academy of Sciences and Pulitzer Prize Winners), though intermediate cohorts were not largely different from contemporary cohorts. And in the case of Senators, there was no apparent difference over time.
This suggests that, even though this set of schools was determined on a more contemporary ranking from U.S. News, this set of schools was not biased towards contemporary cohorts, but, if anything to the older cohorts. As noted in our main text, top institutions from around the world tend, with surprising regularity, to be the same from year to year and across different ranking systems. As Cole (2009, pp. 33-34) noted, “Whatever the basis for the rankings, the same small group of “elite” public and private universities would be designated as ‘distinguished.’ The top 10 or 15 in 1903 are still rated among the top 20 or so in most studies of university quality.” Babcock (Babcock, 1911) conducted an early ranking which was verified to be very similar to present rankings (Healey, 2014). Thus, though ideally we would have comprehensive samples of each group going back in time and contemporary assessments of the “Elite” 34 schools at each point in time, for the purposes of our study our samples are likely reasonably representative of the groups we intended to examine.
STUDY 2
Method
In Study 2, we examined the extent to which people are aware of the distribution of education in the United States. We asked participants to provide estimates of the percentage of influential group members that attended one of the “elite” 34 schools, the Ivy League, and Harvard University. To ensure that participants were responding to the “eliteness” of the 34 schools—that is, different from how they would respond to any list of schools—we asked a proportion of participants to make estimates for an alternative, “non-elite” list of 34 schools. Additionally, we tested whether participants’ estimates would change if they were made aware of the very small percentage of individuals in the general population who have attended “elite” schools.
Participants. All participants were recruited on Amazon Mechanical Turk via the online platform TurkPrime. We first conducted six pilot studies (Ntotal = 692) to pretest our materials. In our full study, participants (N = 1,810; N = 1,580 after exclusions; Mage = 36.44; 54.11% male) who signed up to participate were taken to the online survey platform hosted by Qualtrics, where they completed the study and were compensated $1.25. Using the exclusion feature available on TurkPrime, any participant with an MTurk worker ID that was recorded in any of the pilot studies was prevented from completing the full study. We report results when excluding participants who failed an attention check, though we note that the results are similar when including these participants and when using alternative exclusion criteria (see “Exclusion Criteria” section).
Study Design. For the main portion of the study, we followed a 2 (list: “elite” vs. control) x 2 (base rates: provided vs. not provided) x 2 (order: ascending vs. descending) design. We assigned ⅔ of participants to the “elite” list condition, where participants provided estimates for how many members of influential groups they thought had attended one of the “elite” 34 schools, the Ivy League, and Harvard University. The remaining ⅓ of participants were assigned to the control list condition, where they provided estimates for a list of “non-elite” 34 schools, the top 8 of these schools (Ivy League comparison), and the top ranked of these schools, the University of Rochester (Harvard University comparison). Our method of developing this list of schools can be found in the “Additional Information” section. 
We also randomly assigned half of our participants to be provided base rate information for how many individuals in the general U.S. population have attended one of the “elite” 34 (or control) schools, 8 Ivy League (or top 8 control), and Harvard University (or University of Rochester). The other half of participants were provided no base rate information. Information for how we calculated these base rates can be found in the “Additional Information” section. In addition, we randomly assigned one half of participants to complete their estimates in ascending order of “eliteness”: “elite” 34 (or control 34), followed by Ivy League (or control top 8), followed by Harvard (or the University of Rochester). The other half of participants completed their estimates in descending order of “eliteness”: Harvard (or the University of Rochester), followed by Ivy League (or control top 8), followed by “elite” 34 (or control 34). 
In addition to completing percentage estimates, participants ranked the groups according to the percentage of members they thought had attended the “elite” (or control) schools. For participants assigned to the “elite” list condition, participants were randomly assigned to rank the groups by the percentage of members they thought had attended one of the “elite” 34 schools, Ivy League, or Harvard. For participants assigned to the control list condition, participants were randomly assigned to rank the groups by attendance at one of the 34 control schools, the top 8 control schools, or the University of Rochester. 
Procedure. At the start of the study, participants were shown a screen with the following instructions: 
“We are conducting a study on higher education in the United States. The following questions ask you to estimate what % of U.S. people from different groups attended a set of 34 top-ranked schools for their undergraduate or graduate education. In addition to these 34 schools, you will also be asked to estimate what % of U.S. people attended [an Ivy League school/the top 8 of these schools] or [Harvard University/the University of Rochester]. Please keep in mind that the 34 schools include all [Ivy League schools/top 8 schools], and the [Ivy League/top 8] schools include [Harvard University/the University of Rochester]. 
For example, if you thought that 20% of U.S. Federal Judges attended one of these 34 schools, you would type "20" into the box. Decimals (such as "25.8") and percentages less than 1 (such as "0.5") are acceptable.
 
You aren't expected to know the answers to these questions, so just give the best answers you can. We are interested in your own beliefs, so please do not look up information in any source, or talk to anyone else about these questions, when participating in this study.”
 
Participants were then shown a list of the 34 “elite” schools (or 34 control schools). Along with the list of 34 schools, participants assigned to the base rate condition were shown base rate information. For participants assigned to the “elite” list of schools, participants in the base rate condition were shown the following information:
 
“There are approximately 3000 colleges and universities in the U.S. that award bachelor's degrees or higher. Of all Americans in the general population, about 32.5% have received a bachelor's degree.
Within this 32.5% (that is, 325 out of every 1000 adults):
1.9% (19 out of every 1000 adults) have a degree from one of these 34 “elite” schools.
0.6% (6 out of every 1000 adults) have a degree from one of the 8 Ivy League schools.
0.2% (2 out of every 1000 adults) have a degree from Harvard University.” 
For participants assigned to the control list of schools, participants in the base rate condition were shown the following information:
“There are approximately 3000 colleges and universities in the U.S. that award bachelor's degrees or higher. Of all Americans in the general population, about 32.5% have received a bachelor's degree.
Within this 32.5% (that is, 325 out of every 1000 adults):
2.2% (22 out of every 1000 adults) have a degree from one of these 34 schools.
0.5% (5 out of every 1000 adults) have a degree from one of the 8 highest-ranked schools.
0.1% (1 out of every 1000 adults) have a degree from the University of Rochester.”
Participants then provided estimates for the following 15 groups: Forbes Billionaires, Nobel Prize Winners, Pulitzer Prize Winners, United States Presidents and Vice Presidents, U.S. House of Representatives, U.S. Four-Star Generals, Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers, Fortune 500 CEOs, National Academy of Sciences, New York Times #1 Bestselling Authors, Billion Dollar Startup Club members, the American Philosophical Society, Harvard Faculty, MacArthur Fellows, and U.S. Federal Judges. We selected these groups to be more likely to be publicly recognizable, sample across different domains of success (e.g., science, politics), as well as groups with both high percentages having attended “elite” schools (e.g., the American Philosophical Society) and low percentages having attended “elite” schools (e.g., Four-Star Generals). The list of schools and base rate information (for those assigned to this condition) remained on-screen as participants completed their estimates. In addition, we provided participants with short descriptions of each group. These descriptions can be found in the “Additional Information” section.
After completing all 15 estimates, participants were shown an additional screen in which they were instructed to enter the code “HKEQI” in each of the estimation boxes. We considered participants to have failed the attention check if they did not enter this code in each of three boxes. 
Participants were then given a numbered list of the 15 groups, and were asked to click and drag each group’s name to rank them. As an example, participants assigned to rank groups by how many attended an “elite” 34 school, were given these instructions: 
“Next, we would like you to rank these groups by the percentage of members you think attended [list category]. These groups are listed below in random order. Please click and drag each group to change the order so that "1" is the group with the highest percentage of members, "2" is the group with the second-highest percentage of members, and so on, until "15" is the group with the lowest percentage of members that attended [list category].” 	
Results
	Group
	Participant
	Actual

	American Philosophical Society
	45.7
	80.9

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	40.4
	56.1

	Billionaires
	42.8
	50.0

	Federal Judges
	53.4
	41.8

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	47.1
	41.9

	Four Star Generals
	27.4
	11.2

	Harvard Faculty
	65.1
	80.5

	MacArthur Fellows
	41.5
	58.9

	National Academy of Sciences
	50.4
	70.5

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	27.4
	42.2

	Nobel Prize Winners
	45.9
	76.1

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	50.1
	48.5

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	40.1
	46.8

	Representatives
	43.8
	25.9

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	36.6
	50.8


“Elite” 34 Estimates vs. Actual Percentages. For 10 out of the 15 groups, participants gave lower estimates than the actual percentages in our database for Study 1. Further, the greatest underestimates occurred for groups with the highest percentage of members from one of the “elite” 34 schools: participants underestimated by 35.2% for the American Philosophical Society (45.7% estimated vs. 80.9% actual), 15.4% for Harvard Faculty members (65.1% vs. 80.5%), 30.2% for Nobel Prize Winners (45.9% vs. 76.1%), 20.1% for National Academy of Science members (50.4% vs. 70.5%), and 17.4% for MacArthur fellows (41.5% vs. 58.9%). In addition, four out of the five cases in which participants made overestimates were for groups that had the lowest number of members who had attended one of the “elite” 34 schools. Participants overestimated by 16.2% for U.S. Four-Star Generals (27.4% estimated vs. 11.2% actual), 17.9% for the House of Representatives (43.8% vs. 25.9%), 11.6% for federal judges (53.4% vs. 41.8%), and 5.2% for Fortune 500 CEOs (47.1% vs. 41.9%). We found similar results for Ivy League (11/15 groups underestimated) and Harvard (8/15 groups underestimated). See Table S4-S6 below for a full comparison of participant estimates with the actual data across the “elite” 34 schools, Ivy League, and Harvard.

















Table S4. Participant estimates versus actual values for what percentage of people within each group who attended an “elite” 34 school.
Ivy League Estimates vs. Actual Percentages. For the Ivy League schools, participants underestimated the actual percentages for 11 out of the 15 groups. Similar to the 34 “elite” schools, the four highest underestimates were for groups that had the highest percentage of members who had attended an Ivy League school: participants underestimated by 35.2% for the American Philosophical Society (28.1% estimated vs. 63.3% actual), 12.8% for Harvard Faculty (51.4% vs. 64.2%), 19.4% for Nobel Prize Winners (29.1% vs. 48.4%), and 19.5% for MacArthur fellows (24.2% vs. 43.7%). In addition, the four cases in which participants made overestimates were for groups that had the lowest percentage of members who have attended an Ivy League (Fortune 500 CEOs, Federal Judges, House members, and Four-Star Generals).

	Group
	Participant
	Actual

	American Philosophical Society
	28.1
	63.3

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	25.0
	28.1

	Billionaires
	27.9
	31.4

	Federal Judges
	35.7
	25.5

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	29.3
	26.6

	Four Star Generals
	14.5
	5.1

	Harvard Faculty
	51.4
	64.2

	MacArthur Fellows
	24.2
	43.7

	National Academy of Sciences
	31.2
	43.6

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	14.8
	30.9

	Nobel Prize Winners
	29.1
	48.4

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	35.0
	36.4

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	23.3
	36.5

	Representatives
	26.5
	16.1

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	20.0
	35.5


Table S5. Participant estimates versus actual values for what percentage of people within each group who attended Ivy League schools.
Harvard Estimates vs. Actual Percentages. For Harvard University, participants also made underestimates for the majority of groups (8/15), although to a weaker extent than the “elite” 34 schools and the Ivy League. This may be because, generally, participants made estimates that were much higher than our calculated base rates, even for the list of control schools (see Table S17 for control results). Thus, participants may have been biased towards giving high baseline estimates. Because Harvard’s percentages are naturally much lower than the “elite” 34 or Ivy League, this high baseline may have led participants to overestimate more often for Harvard, especially for groups with very low percentages (e.g., the Four-Star Generals). Nonetheless, like the “elite” 34 schools and Ivy League, participants underestimated to a greater extent for groups with the highest percentage of members who had attended Harvard. Participants underestimated by 5.3% for Harvard Faculty (39.2% estimated vs. 44.5% actual), 16.5% for the American Philosophical Society (13.1% vs. 29.6%), 9.3% for Nobel Prize Winners (13.3% vs. 22.6%), 6.0% for the National Academy of Sciences (13.7% vs. 19.7%), and 7.9% for the MacArthur Fellows (11.3% vs. 19.2%).





	Group
	Participant
	Actual

	American Philosophical Society
	13.1
	29.6

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	12.5
	12.3

	Billionaires
	13.3
	15.3

	Federal Judges
	17.3
	12.0

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	14.1
	12.0

	Four Star Generals
	7.0
	2.0

	Harvard Faculty
	39.2
	44.5

	MacArthur Fellows
	11.3
	19.2

	National Academy of Sciences
	13.7
	19.7

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	7.2
	11.9

	Nobel Prize Winners
	13.3
	22.6

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	15.2
	15.2

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	11.2
	13.4

	Representatives
	11.9
	7.7

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	9.7
	4.7


Table S6. Participant estimates versus actual values for what percentage of people within each group who attended Harvard University.
Base Rate Information vs. No Base Rate Information. For 15 out of the 15 groups across the “elite” 34, Ivy League, and Harvard, participants who were provided base rate information gave lower estimates than participants who were not provided base rate information. In other words, when people were made aware of the actual percentage of individuals who attended “elite” schools, they appear to have logically (yet incorrectly) assumed that a smaller number of influential group members (smaller than they originally thought) attended these schools, and adjusted their estimates accordingly. But this adjustment may have led to even greater underestimation because the percentage of influential group members with “elite” educational backgrounds is higher than they thought even without base rate information.

	Group
	No Base Rates Provided
	Base Rates Provided

	American Philosophical Society
	51.2
	39.8

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	43.9
	36.6

	Billionaires
	45.8
	39.4

	Federal Judges
	58.2
	48.2

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	51.7
	42.0

	Four Star Generals
	30.9
	23.6

	Harvard Faculty
	67.8
	62.2

	MacArthur Fellows
	45.7
	36.9

	National Academy of Sciences
	55.0
	45.5

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	32.0
	22.3

	Nobel Prize Winners
	50.2
	41.1

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	53.3
	46.4

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	44.4
	35.4

	Representatives
	47.9
	39.3

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	41.8
	30.8


Fig S1 and Table S7.  Figure S1 (Top) and Table S7 (bottom) showing estimates of percentages of individuals from the 15 highly influential U.S. groups who attended one of the “elite” 34 schools, comparing participants provided with base rate information vs. participants given no base rate information.


	Group
	No Base Rates Provided
	Base Rates Provided

	American Philosophical Society
	32.3
	23.5

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	28.5
	21.2

	Billionaires
	31.3
	24.2

	Federal Judges
	40.3
	30.6

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	33.3
	24.9

	Four Star Generals
	16.9
	11.7

	Harvard Faculty
	54.9
	47.5

	MacArthur Fellows
	27.6
	20.3

	National Academy of Sciences
	35.1
	26.8

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	17.8
	11.5

	Nobel Prize Winners
	32.6
	25.2

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	38.1
	31.6

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	27.0
	19.1

	Representatives
	29.6
	23.0

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	23.7
	15.8


Table S8. Table showing estimates of percentages of individuals from the 15 highly influential U.S. groups who attended one of the 8 Ivy League schools, comparing participants provided with base rate information vs. participants given no base rate information.
	Group
	No Base Rates Provided
	Base Rates Provided

	American Philosophical Society
	15.8
	10.2

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	15.1
	9.6

	Billionaires
	15.6
	10.6

	Federal Judges
	20.3
	14.1

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	17.1
	10.7

	Four Star Generals
	8.8
	5.1

	Harvard Faculty
	43.8
	34.1

	MacArthur Fellows
	13.6
	8.7

	National Academy of Sciences
	16.4
	10.7

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	9.4
	4.8

	Nobel Prize Winners
	16.2
	10.2

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	18.2
	12.0

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	13.8
	8.4

	Representatives
	14.3
	9.4

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	12.2
	6.9


Table S9. Table showing estimates of percentages of individuals from the 15 highly influential U.S. groups who attended Harvard University, comparing participants provided with base rate information vs. participants given no base rate information.
Ranking. Participants ranked the American Philosophical Society 11th out of 15 for percentage of members who attended one of the “elite” 34 schools, Ivy League, and Harvard, whereas according to the actual data, it was the highest ranked group for the “elite” 34 schools and second-highest for the Ivy League schools and Harvard. Participants also ranked the MacArthur Fellows low relative to the actual database (12th across all categories vs. 5th for the “elite” 34 and Harvard, and 4th for the Ivy League). Participants also appeared to rank political groups higher than the actual data. Participants ranked Presidents and Vice Presidents third across all categories, when they actually ranked 9th for the “elite” 34 schools and 7th for the Ivy League and Harvard. Similarly, members of the Federal Judges and House of Representative groups were ranked higher by participants than in the actual data. The Federal Judges were ranked 4th across all categories by participants, whereas in actuality they were ranked 13th for the “elite” 34 and Ivy League, and 11th for Harvard. Participants ranked the House members 9th for the “elite” 34 and Harvard and 10th for the Ivy League, while in actuality they were ranked 14th for the “elite” 34 and Ivy League and 13th for Harvard. Finally, participant estimates appeared to be most accurate for the Four-Star Generals and Harvard Faculty: Four-Star Generals were ranked among the lowest by participants and in the actual data (14th or 15th across all categories), whereas the Harvard Faculty was ranked among the highest (1st or 2nd across all categories).
	 
	“Elite” 34
	 
	 
	Ivy League 
	 
	Harvard
	 

	Group
	Participant
	Actual
	 
	Participant
	Actual
	 
	Participant
	Actual

	American Philosophical Society
	11
	1
	
	11
	2
	
	11
	2

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	10
	6
	
	9
	11
	
	10
	9

	Billionaires
	8
	8
	
	8
	9
	
	8
	6

	Federal Judges
	4
	13
	
	4
	13
	
	4
	11

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	7
	12
	
	6
	12
	
	6
	10

	Four Star Generals
	15
	15
	
	14
	15
	
	15
	15

	Harvard Faculty
	1
	2
	
	1
	1
	
	1
	1

	MacArthur Fellows
	12
	5
	
	12
	4
	
	12
	5

	National Academy of Sciences
	6
	4
	
	7
	5
	
	7
	4

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	14
	11
	
	13
	10
	
	13
	12

	Nobel Prize Winners
	2
	3
	
	2
	3
	
	2
	3

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	3
	9
	
	3
	7
	
	3
	7

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	5
	10
	
	5
	6
	
	5
	8

	Representatives
	9
	14
	
	10
	14
	
	9
	13

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	13
	7
	 
	15
	8
	 
	14
	14


Table S10. Participant estimated ranking vs. actual ranking across groups and categories. 
Exclusion Criteria. In our main analysis, participants were excluded if they failed the attention check after making estimates for the 15 groups. We note, however, that there are only small (likely negligible) differences across different exclusion criteria. When analyzing data for all 1,810 participants, there are higher percentages on average, but this difference is very small: the average difference in estimates between the full sample and excluded sample across the “elite” 34, Ivy League, and Harvard is 1.32%.  
We also compared the results when using the attention check compared to an alternative exclusion criterion. We calculated a correlation coefficient for the percent estimates for each group and the ranking for each group within each participant. If any participant had a positive correlation coefficient, this would mean that as they provided higher percentages for a group, they (illogically) gave that group a worse ranking. Comparing the results when excluding by positive correlation (N = 1,516) and by attention check (N = 1,580), there are very little differences in overall results. There were overall higher percentages when excluding based on the positive correlation, but this is very small: across the “elite” 34, Ivy League, and Harvard University, there is an average difference of only 0.9% in participants’ estimates. Overall, this shows that our results are robust to different methods of exclusion.
	 
	“Elite” 34
	 
	 
	Control 34
	 
	 

	Group
	No Exclusion
	Attention Check
	Anomalies
	No Exclusion
	Attention Check
	Anomalies

	American Philosophical Society
	44.7
	45.7
	45.6
	26.5
	25.7
	25.7

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	40.5
	40.4
	40.6
	23.5
	22.8
	23.3

	Billionaires
	42.6
	42.8
	43.6
	22.2
	21.3
	22.0

	Federal Judges
	52.0
	53.4
	53.6
	26.6
	25.7
	26.2

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	46.3
	47.1
	47.6
	27.3
	26.5
	27.2

	Four Star Generals
	29.0
	27.4
	27.7
	17.9
	16.3
	16.7

	Harvard Faculty
	62.3
	65.1
	65.3
	23.4
	22.2
	23.2

	MacArthur Fellows
	41.2
	41.5
	41.5
	23.4
	22.4
	22.5

	National Academy of Sciences
	49.2
	50.4
	50.3
	27.3
	26.4
	26.8

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	28.8
	27.4
	27.8
	22.7
	21.5
	21.8

	Nobel Prize Winners
	45.0
	45.9
	46.6
	23.6
	22.4
	23.2

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	49.1
	50.1
	51.0
	22.1
	20.7
	21.0

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	40.2
	40.1
	40.4
	23.9
	22.9
	23.6

	Representatives
	43.8
	43.8
	44.1
	27.5
	26.5
	27.2

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	36.9
	36.6
	37.0
	24.6
	23.7
	23.9


Table S11. Estimates of the percentage of individuals who attended one of the “elite” 34 or control 34 institutions across three different methods of exclusion: not excluding any participant, excluding participants based on an attention check, and excluding participants based on anomalous data (described under “Exclusion Criteria” section above).
	 
	Ivy League
	 
	 
	Control Top 8
	 
	 

	Group
	No Exclusion
	Attention Check
	Anomalies
	No Exclusion
	Attention Check
	Anomalies

	American Philosophical Society
	29.5
	28.1
	29.0
	15.7
	14.1
	14.6

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	26.8
	25.0
	25.9
	14.8
	12.9
	13.9

	Billionaires
	29.1
	27.9
	28.9
	13.7
	12.1
	12.6

	Federal Judges
	36.1
	35.7
	36.4
	16.4
	14.3
	15.1

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	30.6
	29.3
	30.5
	16.4
	14.8
	15.4

	Four Star Generals
	17.5
	14.5
	15.8
	10.6
	8.6
	9.0

	Harvard Faculty
	50.1
	51.4
	52.2
	14.7
	12.8
	14.0

	MacArthur Fellows
	25.7
	24.2
	24.9
	14.3
	12.4
	12.7

	National Academy of Sciences
	32.0
	31.2
	32.0
	16.4
	14.7
	15.1

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	17.6
	14.8
	16.1
	13.0
	11.1
	11.8

	Nobel Prize Winners
	30.2
	29.1
	30.4
	14.6
	12.8
	13.6

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	35.4
	35.0
	35.8
	13.0
	11.2
	11.8

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	25.1
	23.3
	24.3
	14.4
	12.7
	13.7

	Representatives
	28.1
	26.5
	27.3
	15.9
	14.3
	14.8

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	22.3
	20.0
	21.1
	14.4
	12.3
	12.8


Table S12. Estimates of the percentage of individuals who attended one of the 8 Ivy League schools or control 8 schools across three different methods of exclusion.
	 
	Harvard University
	 
	University of Rochester
	 

	Group
	All
	Attention Check
	Anomalies
	All
	Attention Check
	Anomalies

	American Philosophical Society
	16.4
	13.1
	14.6
	8.9
	6.3
	7.1

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	15.8
	12.5
	13.7
	7.9
	5.5
	6.4

	Billionaires
	16.3
	13.3
	14.5
	7.4
	5.1
	5.8

	Federal Judges
	19.9
	17.3
	18.5
	7.9
	5.7
	6.3

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	17.2
	14.1
	15.6
	8.4
	6.3
	6.9

	Four Star Generals
	10.8
	7.0
	8.6
	6.4
	3.9
	4.9

	Harvard Faculty
	39.4
	39.2
	39.8
	8.3
	6.0
	6.7

	MacArthur Fellows
	14.3
	11.3
	12.2
	7.7
	5.2
	5.9

	National Academy of Sciences
	16.9
	13.7
	15.3
	9.2
	6.7
	7.3

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	10.8
	7.2
	8.5
	7.8
	5.3
	6.2

	Nobel Prize Winners
	16.0
	13.3
	14.6
	8.1
	5.7
	6.6

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	18.1
	15.2
	16.8
	6.9
	4.3
	5.1

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	14.6
	11.2
	12.4
	7.9
	5.2
	6.3

	Representatives
	15.4
	11.9
	13.4
	8.3
	5.9
	6.4

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	13.2
	9.7
	11.2
	8.3
	5.5
	6.3


Table S13. Estimates of the percentage of individuals who attended Harvard or the University of Rochester across three different methods of exclusion.
Demographics. All of our demographic information is based on a self-report demographic questionnaire that we provided to participants at the end of the survey. We analyzed demographic information after excluding participants who failed the attention check. Overall, the demographic makeup of our sample is fairly consistent with that of the general U.S. population (as reported by the 2015 American Community Survey, see U.S. Census Bureau, 2015).
Race/Ethnicity. Our sample was 74.7% White, 8.3% Black/African American, 6.9% Asian, and 5.2% Hispanic or Latino. 1.3% of our sample reported “Other” and 3.6% of participants selected two or more races/ethnicities. This is comparable with the 2015 American community survey, which estimates the U.S. population as 73.1% White, 12.7% Black/African American, 5.4% Asian, 17.6% Hispanic or Latino, and 3.1% two or more races.
Age. The median age of our sample was 34.0, which is similar to the median age of 37.8 reported by the 2015 U.S. American Community Survey.
Gender. Our sample was 54.1% male, 45.4% female, and 0.4% other, similar to the estimates of 49.2% male and 50.8% female reported by the 2015 American Community Survey.
Income. The reported annual household income of our sample is as follows: 11.9% for less than $20,000 per year, 25.3% between $20,000 and $40,000, 23.7% between $40,000 and $60,000, 17.5% between $60,000 and $80,000, 8.9% between $80,000 and $100,000, and 12.6% for more than $100,000. The 2015 American Community Survey reports the following annual household income: 6.9% for less than $10,000, 5.0% for $10,000-$14,999, 10.2% for $15,000-$24,999, 9.8% for $25,000-$34,999, 13.2% for $35,000-$49,999, 17.8% for $50,000-$74,999, 12.2% for $75,000-$99,999, 13.6% for $100,000-$149,999, 5.5% for $150,000-$199,999, and 5.8% for $200,000 and above. Thus, our sample appears to be somewhat lower in income than the general population (e.g., our sample reports 12.6% greater than $100,000, while the American Community Survey (U.S. Census Bureau, 2015) reports 24.90% greater than $100,000). 
Political Party. 44.6% of participants selected “Democrat” as their political party affiliation. 22.7% selected “Republican,” 26.5% selected “Independent”, and 6.3% selected “No political affiliation.” Comparing these results with those reported by the most recent Gallup poll (Gallup, 2020) (which reports 30% of American affiliating with the Democratic party, 30% with the Republican party, and 36% Independent), it appears that there is a higher representation of the Democratic party in our sample compared to the general population. However, we note that there do not appear to be substantial differences between political parties in participants’ estimates (see political party section below).
Education. 37.0% of our sample selected Four-College Degree as their highest level of education, whereas 10.8% selected Graduate Degree, 11.9% selected High School, 38.2% selected Some College, 1.6% selected Some Graduate School, and 0.6% selected Less than High School. The American Community Survey, which reports education data for adults 25 years and over, reports the following: 19.1% for Four-Year College Degree, 11.8% for Graduate Degree, 27.3% for High School, 20.8% for Some College, and 5.4% for Less than High School (Ryan & Bauman, 2016).
Order. The order in which questions were presented did not appear to have a substantial effect on participants’ responses. For the “elite” 34 estimates, participants gave lower estimates when responding in descending order (Harvard, Ivy League, “Elite” 34) than ascending order (“Elite” 34, Ivy League, Harvard) for 15/15 groups. However, averaging across all groups, participants who completed estimates in descending order (vs. ascending) only gave lower estimates by 2.9%. Moreover, there did not appear to be significant average differences between ascending and descending order across other estimates.

	 
	“Elite” 34
	 
	Control 34

	Group
	Ascend
	Descend
	Ascend
	Descend

	American Philosophical Society
	47.1
	44.4
	25.7
	25.7

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	41.4
	39.4
	21.8
	23.7

	Billionaires
	44.2
	41.3
	21.4
	21.2

	Federal Judges
	54.8
	52.0
	26.5
	24.9

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	49.0
	45.1
	27.2
	25.7

	Four Star Generals
	28.7
	26.0
	16.8
	15.7

	Harvard Faculty
	65.4
	64.8
	21.8
	22.5

	MacArthur Fellows
	43.3
	39.6
	23.1
	21.7

	National Academy of Sciences
	52.1
	48.7
	25.0
	27.8

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	27.7
	27.1
	20.5
	22.5

	Nobel Prize Winners
	48.6
	43.0
	22.8
	22.0

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	52.1
	47.9
	20.3
	21.1

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	41.2
	38.9
	22.3
	23.5

	Representatives
	45.5
	42.1
	27.2
	25.9

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	38.2
	34.9
	23.8
	23.5


Table S14. Participant estimates by ascending vs. descending order for the “elite” 34 and control 34 schools.
	 
	Ivy League
	Control Top 8

	Group
	Ascend
	Descend
	Ascend
	Descend

	American Philosophical Society
	28.5
	27.7
	13.6
	14.6

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	25.3
	24.7
	12.0
	13.8

	Billionaires
	28.6
	27.1
	11.3
	12.8

	Federal Judges
	36.0
	35.3
	14.3
	14.3

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	30.3
	28.4
	14.7
	14.8

	Four Star Generals
	14.6
	14.3
	8.7
	8.5

	Harvard Faculty
	50.8
	52.0
	12.2
	13.5

	MacArthur Fellows
	25.0
	23.3
	12.1
	12.7

	National Academy of Sciences
	31.6
	30.7
	13.8
	15.6

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	14.5
	15.1
	10.3
	11.8

	Nobel Prize Winners
	30.6
	27.5
	12.4
	13.4

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	37.0
	32.9
	11.1
	11.3

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	23.2
	23.3
	13.0
	12.4

	Representatives
	27.3
	25.6
	13.4
	15.3

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	20.8
	19.1
	11.6
	13.0


Table S15. Participant estimates by ascending vs. descending order for the Ivy League schools and top 8 control schools.




	 
	Harvard University
	University of Rochester

	Group
	Ascend
	Descend
	Ascend
	Descend

	American Philosophical Society
	12.3
	14.0
	5.2
	7.5

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	12.6
	12.4
	4.5
	6.4

	Billionaires
	12.9
	13.6
	3.9
	6.3

	Federal Judges
	17.8
	16.8
	4.9
	6.5

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	13.8
	14.3
	5.0
	7.7

	Four Star Generals
	6.9
	7.2
	3.4
	4.4

	Harvard Faculty
	38.5
	39.9
	5.2
	6.9

	MacArthur Fellows
	11.0
	11.6
	4.1
	6.2

	National Academy of Sciences
	13.3
	14.1
	5.3
	8.2

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	6.6
	7.9
	4.2
	6.4

	Nobel Prize Winners
	13.1
	13.5
	4.9
	6.5

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	15.8
	14.6
	3.8
	4.9

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	10.4
	12.0
	4.8
	5.6

	Representatives
	11.7
	12.2
	5.0
	6.8

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	9.1
	10.2
	4.3
	6.8


Table S16. Participant estimates by ascending vs. descending order for Harvard and the University of Rochester.
Control list of schools. Across all categories (“elite” 34, Ivy League, and Harvard) and groups, participants gave lower estimates for the control list of schools than for the “elite” list of schools. Table S17 below summarizes differences in estimates between the “elite” and control groups.
	Group
	“Elite” 34
	Control 34
	Ivy League
	Control Top 8
	Harvard University
	University of Rochester

	American Philosophical Society
	45.7
	25.7
	28.1
	14.1
	13.1
	6.3

	Billion Dollar Startup Club Members
	40.4
	22.8
	25.0
	12.9
	12.5
	5.5

	Billionaires
	42.8
	21.3
	27.9
	12.1
	13.3
	5.1

	Federal Judges
	53.4
	25.7
	35.7
	14.3
	17.3
	5.7

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	47.1
	26.5
	29.3
	14.8
	14.1
	6.3

	Four Star Generals
	27.4
	16.3
	14.5
	8.6
	7.0
	3.9

	Harvard Faculty
	65.1
	22.2
	51.4
	12.8
	39.2
	6.0

	MacArthur Fellows
	41.5
	22.4
	24.2
	12.4
	11.3
	5.2

	National Academy of Sciences
	50.4
	26.4
	31.2
	14.7
	13.7
	6.7

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	27.4
	21.5
	14.8
	11.1
	7.2
	5.3

	Nobel Prize Winners
	45.9
	22.4
	29.1
	12.8
	13.3
	5.7

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	50.1
	20.7
	35.0
	11.2
	15.2
	4.3

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	40.1
	22.9
	23.3
	12.7
	11.2
	5.2

	Representatives
	43.8
	26.5
	26.5
	14.3
	11.9
	5.9

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	36.6
	23.7
	20.0
	12.3
	9.7
	5.5


Table S17. Percent estimates provided for the “elite” and control list of schools across the 15 groups.
“Elite” 34 School Education. While completing demographic information, participants had the option of entering where they had earned a four-year bachelor’s degree or a graduate degree (if they had earned one). We coded participants as having attended an “elite” school if they entered one of the “elite” 34 schools in the four-year bachelor’s degree box or the graduate degree box. Across the entire sample, there were 93 individuals who had attended an “elite” 34 school, which was 5.1%. After excluding based on the attention check, this number dropped to 59, which was 3.7% of the total sample. 
	 
	“Elite” 34
	 
	Ivy League
	 
	Harvard
	 

	Group
	Participant
	Actual
	Participant
	Actual
	Participant
	Actual

	American Philosophical Society
	54.1
	80.9
	35.1
	63.3
	20.9
	29.6

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	48.2
	56.1
	32.9
	28.1
	23.2
	12.3

	Billionaires
	46.7
	50.0
	32.4
	31.4
	21.1
	15.3

	Federal Judges
	56.6
	41.8
	36.5
	25.5
	22.5
	12.0

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	51.5
	41.9
	35.9
	26.6
	22.0
	12.0

	Four Star Generals
	31.6
	11.2
	20.1
	5.1
	16.4
	2.0

	Harvard Faculty
	65.5
	80.5
	45.4
	64.2
	30.3
	44.5

	MacArthur Fellows
	52.3
	58.9
	32.2
	43.7
	20.6
	19.2

	National Academy of Sciences
	59.5
	70.5
	35.8
	43.6
	22.5
	19.7

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	36.4
	42.2
	23.8
	30.9
	17.0
	11.9

	Nobel Prize Winners
	54.2
	76.1
	33.9
	48.4
	20.8
	22.6

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	55.4
	48.5
	43.8
	36.4
	26.0
	15.2

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	44.9
	46.8
	28.4
	36.5
	18.8
	13.4

	Representatives
	47.1
	25.9
	29.3
	16.1
	19.6
	7.7

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	48.6
	50.8
	28.9
	35.5
	18.1
	4.7


Table S18. Participant vs. actual estimates among participants who attended an “elite” 34 institution. 
Political party. Comparing political parties, participants who selected Republican as their political affiliation made slightly lower estimates than other party affiliations. Republicans made lower estimates than the other three political affiliations (Democrat, Independent, and No Political Affiliation) for nearly all estimates for the “elite” 34 and Ivy League, but made similar estimates as other affiliations for Harvard. For the “elite” 34, Republicans underestimated for 11/15 groups, compared to 10/15 for each of the other affiliations. For the Ivy League, Republicans underestimated for 12/15 groups, compared to 10/15 for Democrats and Independents, and 9/15 for No Political Affiliation. For Harvard, Republicans underestimated for 8/15 groups, compared to 9/15 underestimates made by Democrats and Independents, and 7/15 for participants who selected no Political Affiliation. Overall, Republicans appeared to make slightly greater underestimates.



	Group
	Actual
	Democrat
	Republican
	Independent
	No political affiliation

	American Philosophical Society
	80.9
	45.2
	41.6
	49.0
	50.1

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	56.1
	40.4
	37.6
	41.3
	47.1

	Billionaires
	50.0
	42.3
	40.7
	44.1
	48.1

	Federal Judges
	41.8
	53.7
	49.2
	55.5
	57.6

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	41.9
	46.8
	43.2
	48.7
	55.8

	Four Star Generals
	11.2
	27.6
	27.2
	27.0
	28.5

	Harvard Faculty
	80.5
	66.2
	59.9
	66.3
	71.2

	MacArthur Fellows
	58.9
	42.3
	37.9
	42.8
	43.8

	National Academy of Sciences
	70.5
	50.7
	45.5
	52.9
	56.2

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	42.2
	26.9
	26.8
	28.8
	26.4

	Nobel Prize Winners
	76.1
	46.0
	43.2
	46.7
	50.9

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	48.5
	50.8
	43.3
	53.7
	53.5

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	46.8
	40.8
	38.6
	40.2
	39.9

	Representatives
	25.9
	43.7
	40.4
	45.5
	50.1

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	50.8
	36.5
	34.0
	37.8
	41.2


Table S19. Estimates of the percentage of individuals who attended one of the “elite” 34 schools, broken down by political affiliation.
	Group
	Actual
	Democrat
	Republican
	Independent
	No political affiliation

	American Philosophical Society
	63.3
	27.7
	26.5
	30.0
	28.6

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	28.1
	25.8
	22.9
	24.9
	27.6

	Billionaires
	31.4
	28.8
	24.8
	28.2
	31.4

	Federal Judges
	25.5
	35.8
	33.9
	36.5
	37.2

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	26.6
	29.5
	26.1
	30.8
	33.3

	Four Star Generals
	5.1
	14.7
	14.8
	14.2
	12.7

	Harvard Faculty
	64.2
	52.3
	47.4
	52.8
	52.7

	MacArthur Fellows
	43.7
	24.9
	22.1
	25.2
	21.4

	National Academy of Sciences
	43.6
	31.8
	26.8
	33.6
	32.6

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	30.9
	14.4
	15.5
	15.5
	12.2

	Nobel Prize Winners
	48.4
	29.5
	26.9
	29.8
	30.7

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	36.4
	36.5
	28.8
	37.3
	36.8

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	36.5
	23.7
	21.7
	23.9
	23.1

	Representatives
	16.1
	27.0
	23.9
	27.5
	27.3

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	35.5
	20.4
	19.2
	20.0
	19.8


Table S20. Estimates of the percentage of individuals who attended one of the Ivy League schools, broken down by political affiliation.



	Group
	Actual
	Democrat
	Republican
	Independent
	No political affiliation

	American Philosophical Society
	29.6
	12.9
	12.9
	13.4
	14.3

	Billion Dollar Startup Company Leaders
	12.3
	12.3
	13.3
	11.8
	14.1

	Billionaires
	15.3
	13.2
	13.3
	13.2
	13.8

	Federal Judges
	12.0
	17.0
	17.7
	17.3
	18.5

	Fortune 500 CEOs
	12.0
	13.4
	13.6
	15.1
	15.6

	Four Star Generals
	2.0
	7.0
	8.4
	6.2
	6.1

	Harvard Faculty
	44.5
	38.3
	36.3
	41.6
	45.2

	MacArthur Fellows
	19.2
	11.8
	11.5
	10.9
	8.6

	National Academy of Sciences
	19.7
	14.2
	13.2
	13.0
	14.8

	New York Times Bestselling Authors
	11.9
	6.9
	8.7
	6.5
	7.0

	Nobel Prize Winners
	22.6
	13.7
	12.7
	12.9
	14.7

	Presidents and Vice Presidents
	15.2
	15.7
	13.1
	15.8
	17.3

	Pulitzer Prize Winners
	13.4
	10.8
	12.0
	11.3
	10.7

	Representatives
	7.7
	11.8
	12.6
	11.9
	10.8

	Wall Street Journal Editors and Writers
	4.7
	9.5
	9.7
	9.9
	9.6


Table S21. Estimates of the percentage of individuals who attended Harvard, broken down by political affiliation.
Additional Information
Calculating Base Rates. We used the estimate provided by the 2015 Current Population Survey in the U.S. (Ryan & Bauman, 2016) to estimate the number of adults in the United States who have earned a bachelor’s degree or higher (32.5%). We then used the Integrated Postsecondary Data System (IPEDS) to compute the total number of degrees (bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate) awarded between 1966 and 2015 by the 34 “elite” schools. We divided this number by the total number of  degrees (bachelor’s, master’s, and doctorate) awarded across all universities in the U.S. during this time frame which gave us an estimate of the percentage of degrees awarded to “elite” institutions. Then, we multiplied this percentage by 32.5 (the percentage of people in the U.S. with bachelor’s degrees) to estimate how many people in the total U.S. population have a degree from one of the “elite” 34 schools. Because many people with bachelor’s degrees from “elite” institutions also have graduate degrees from these institutions, we then multiplied this estimate by the ratio of the number of bachelor’s degrees awarded by the “elite” 34 institutions to the number of masters/doctorate degrees awarded by these institutions, which gave us our final estimate. We repeated this process to obtain estimates for the number of people in the U.S. with degrees from the 8 Ivy League schools, Harvard University, the control 34 schools, the top 8 control schools, and the University of Rochester.
List of Control 34 Schools. To develop the control list of “non-elite” 34 schools, we looked at schools whose average combined SAT scores (math and verbal) were just below the average combined SAT scores for the “elite” 34 schools (i.e., under 1350). Among these, we selected 34 schools that were similar to the “elite” 34 schools in terms of name recognition and total enrollment. We then selected the top 8 of these schools with the highest SAT scores as our comparison for Ivy League schools, and the most highly ranked school (the University of Rochester) as our comparison for Harvard.
Group Descriptions. When participants completed their estimates, they were given the following descriptions for each of the 15 groups:
Forbes Billionaires: Each year since 1987, Forbes magazine has compiled a list of people with an estimated total net worth of $1 billion or more.
Nobel Prize Winners: The Nobel Prizes have been awarded every year since 1901; currently there are 6 categories: Physics, Chemistry, Physiology or Medicine, Literature, Peace, and Economic Sciences.
Pulitzer Prize Winners: Pulitzer Prizes have been awarded to authors every year since 1917; currently there are 21 categories of awards given for achievements in newspaper, magazine and online journalism, literature, and musical composition.
Presidents and Vice-Presidents: In the history of the United States, a total of 93 different people have served as either President, Vice President, or both.
House of Representatives: There are currently 435 members of the U.S. House of Representatives.
U.S. Four-Star Generals: 234 people in U.S. history have achieved the highest ranks achievable in the U.S. army: Four-Star General or higher.
Wall Street Journal Employees: The Wall Street Journal is the largest-circulation newspaper in the U.S. The editors and writers create the content of the paper.
Fortune 500 CEOs: The Fortune 500 CEOs is an annual list of the Chief Executive Officers (CEOs) of the 500 companies that are the largest by total revenue (sales), compiled by Fortune Magazine since 1955.
National Academy of Sciences: The National Academy of Sciences was founded in 1863 and election to the academy is one the highest honors in all fields of sciences.
New York Times #1 Bestselling Authors: The New York Times #1 Bestselling Authors is a list that includes all authors whose book made it to #1 on the fiction or nonfiction lists at any time from the inception of the list (1931).
Billion Dollar Startup Club:  The Billion Dollar Startup Club is a list of Founders and CEOs of startup companies worth $1 billion or more.
American Philosophical Society: The American Philosophical Society was founded in 1743 and election to this group is one of the highest honors in the sciences and humanities.
Harvard University Faculty: Harvard University Faculty: This refers to faculty members (professors) from all areas of the university except the medical school.
MacArthur Fellows: The MacArthur Fellows Program has awarded prizes annually since 1981 to 20-30 individuals showing "extraordinary originality and dedication in their creative pursuits and a marked capacity for self-direction."
Federal Judges: Federal Judges are appointed by the President of the United States and include Supreme Court Justices and all lower-ranking Federal Judges.
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