THE POLITICAL PSYCHOLOGY OF REDISTRIBUTION

Edward J. McCaffery* & Jonathan Baron

Welfare economics suggests that the tax system is the appropriate place to
effect redistribution from those with more command over material resources to
those with less: in short, to serve “equity.” Society should set other mechanisms
of private and public law, including public finance systems, to maximize welfare:
in short, to serve “efficiency.” The populace, however, may not always accept
first-best policies. Perspectives from cognitive psychology suggest that ordinary
citizens react to the purely formal means by which social policies are
implemented, and thus may reject welfare-improving reforms.

This Article sets out the general background of the problem. We present the
results of original experiments that confirm that the means of implementing redis-
tribution affect its acceptability. Effects range from such seemingly trivial mat-
ters as whether tax burdens are discussed in dollars or in percentage terms, to
more substantial matters such as how many different individual taxes there are,
whether the burden of taxes is transparent, and the nature and level of the public
provision of goods and services. The findings suggest a deep and problematic
tension between the goals of equity and efficiency in public finance.
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INTRODUCTION

How should society redistribute wealth? In particular, what role
should tax systems play in redistribution?

The two welfare theorems of neoclassical economics suggest a certain,
definitive answer. The first theorem holds, in essence, that free markets
reach welfare maximizing or, equivalently, pareto optimal allocations of
resources. This means that, left to their own devices in normally functioning
markets, people will trade and produce until wealth—the social “pie,” as it
is often called—is as large as possible. The second theorem holds that a
suitable distribution or redistribution of entitlements can lead to different
positions along the social optimum or, equivalently, paretian frontier.> This
means that once society has the larger pie, it can be divided differently.
Practitioners of law and economics, most extensively Louis Kaplow and
Steven Shavell, have used these two theorems to develop a comprehensive
agenda for law reform.” Optimal “welfare economics” legal policy has two
parts. One, laws should be arranged so as to maximize social welfare, that
is, to serve “efficiency.” Two, the tax system should be used to redistribute
social resources so as to maximize the sum of individual well-being, that is,

1. A given transaction is “pareto superior” if it benefits at least one party and harms no one.
A “pareto optimal” allocation of resources occurs when no further pareto superior trades are possible.

2. See, e.g., ROBIN BOADWAY & NEIL BRUCE, WELFARE ECONOMICS 3 (1984); JOSEPH
E. STIGLITZ, ECONOMICS OF THE PUBLIC SECTOR 60—61 (3d ed. 2000). For a more general
discussion of the two welfare theorems and an application to income tax policy, see Kyle Logue &
Ronen Avraham, Redistributing Optimally: Of Tax Rules, Legal Rules, and Insurance, 56 TAX L.
REV. 157, 159 n.8 (2003). .

3. LOUISKAPLOW & STEVEN SHAVELL, FAIRNESS VERSUS WELFARE 52—58 (2002).
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to serve “equity.” The two-part approach satisfies a paretian constraint:

The greater social pie facilitated by the first step can be used in the second
step’s redistribution to assure that no one is harmed by any reform.

Kaplow, Shavell, and other scholars toiling in this vein of welfare eco-
nomics have devoted their efforts principally to the field of private law—
matters of property, contracts, and torts. Our research project follows from
the insight that the analysis can apply to public finance as well. Public
finance concerns the economic actions of the government, most impor-
tantly, its tax and spending functions.S. The two-part approach to welfare
economics suggests that government fiscal actions should be limited to allo-
cative measures that wealth-maximize, on the one hand, and to redistribu-
tive measures that move around social wealth,’ on the other. The larger
social pie enabled by government intervention (or nonintervention) can be
redistributed through the tax system to meet the paretian constraint.

More specifically, allocatively oriented government fiscal interventions
ought to be limited to correcting for market failures, where, by definition,
the free market has failed to reach a pareto optimum allocation of resources.
Within the spirit of neoclassical economics, government fiscal actions can
only increase welfare if there is such a market failure, and only then if the
government action is well designed.” Examples include public goods, such

4. Kaplow and Shavell first proposed that the tax system be used as the exclusive means
for redistribution in Louis Kaplow & Steven Shavell, Why the Legal System Is Less Efficient Than
the Income Tax in Redistributing Income, 23 ]. LEGAL STUD. 667 {1994). See also Louis Kaplow &
Steven Shavell, Should Legal Rules Favor the Poor? Clarifying the Role of Legal Rules and the Income
Tax in Redistributing Income, 29 J. LEGAL STUD. 821 {2000) [hereinafter Kaplow & Shavell, Should
Legal Rules Favor the Poor?]. Economists had long been making similar arguments. See, e.g., Amold
C. Harberger, On the Use of Distributional Weights in Social Cost-Benefit Analysis, 86 J. POL. ECON.
S87 (1978). For criticisms of the Kaplow-Shavell argument, see Ronen Avraham et al., Revisiting
the Roles of Legal Rules and Tax Rules in Income Redistribution: A Response to Kaplow & Shavell,
89 Iowa L. REV. 1125 (2004); Logue & Avraham, supra note 2; Chris William Sanchirico,
Deconstructing the New Efficiency Rationale, 86 CORNELL L. REV. 1003 (2001); Chris William
Sanchirico, Taxes Versus Legal Rules as Instruments for Equity: A More Equitable View, 29 ]. LEGAL
STUD. 797 (2000). For one among several replies by Kaplow and Shavell, see Kaplow & Shavell,
Should Legal Rules Favor the Poor?, supra.

5. See, e.g., RICHARD A. MUSGRAVE & PEGGY B. MUSGRAVE, PUBLIC FINANCE IN
THEORY AND PRACTICE 4 (5th ed. 1989); STIGLITZ, supra note 2, at 27.

6. It is compelling to consider that tax or other “redistributive” programs are better
understood as setting the normatively appropriate initial distribution of material resources, as opposed to
their redistribution. See, e.g., LIAM MURPHY & THOMAS NAGEL, THE MYTH OF OWNERSHIP:
TAXES AND JUSTICE 7-10 (2002); David Duff, Private Property and Tax Policy in a Libertarian
World: A Critical Review, 18 CANADIAN ].L. & JURISPRUDENCE 23, 30-31 (2005). For ease of
exposition, however, we follow convention and write about the distributive prong of the optimal
welfare economics approach as being “redistributive.”

7. See R.H. COASE, THE FIRM, THE MARKET, AND THE LAW 179-85 (1988).
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as national defense or clean air;’ informational asymmetries leading to sub-
optimal private ordering, such as in social insurance programs;’ and excess
market power, as in the case of monopolies. In such cases, government
intervention can increase net social welfare. Using the second welfare
theorem and prong of the Kaplow-Shavell analysis, equity or fairness can
then be served by redistributing via the tax system from the greater social pie.

This optimal welfare economics approach depends on a simple, stark
contrast between the redistributive and allocative functions of government,
with efficiency norms serving as the sole guide to the allocative functions.
Whatever one chooses as an optimal distribution of end-state resources to serve
the equity goal—whatever the social welfare function is—collective well
being can only improve by following the two prongs.

So it is in theory. But we do not live in theory.

In this Article, we question whether optimal welfare-enhancing public
finance systems can obtain in the real world, as currently constituted.
There are many impediments standing between theory and practice today."
We are concerned with a particular set of problems, ones that reside in the
minds of ordinary citizens. Cognitive psychology or “behavioral economics”
in the tradition of Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky has long demonstrated
that people do not always perceive economic and other matters in a
logically consistent fashion." We all suffer from many “heuristics and
biases” in our perceptions. Everybody likes her glass half full; no one likes it
half empty. Our research project lies at the intersection of behavioral eco-
nomics and public finance. We ask whether misperceptions characterize

8. A public good is one whose benefits are nonexcludable and not rivalrous (one person’s
enjoyment does not affect another’s). HARVEY S. ROSEN, PUBLIC FINANCE 53 (4th ed. 1995).

9. See Michael Rothschild & Joseph Stiglitz, Equilibrium in Competitive Insurance Markets:
An Essay on the Economics of Imperfect Information, 90 Q.J. ECON. 629 (1976).

10.  For example, Kyle Loque and Ronen Avraham, in work addressing the Kaplow-Shavell
approach, raise questions of whether all goods are truly commensurate with money. Logue &
Avraham, supra note 2, at 169 n.38. Richard Bird and Eric Zolt raise questions about the practical
administration ‘and political feasibility of redistributive taxes in developing countries, suggesting
that redistribution can best be effected by the “transfer” prong of a tax and transfer system (a result
to which our research lends support, as discussed infra note 58). Richard M. Bird & Eric M. Zolt,
Redistribution via Taxation: The Limited Role of the Personal Income Tax in Developing Countries, 52
UCLA L. REV. 1627; see also Louis Kaplow, Optimal Income Transfers 1-3 (2004) (unpublished
manuscript, on file with authors). Christine Jolls, taking a behavioral economics approach,
suggests that optimism and other biases, such as the use of “mental accounts,” related to our
invocation of the isolation effect, discussed infra note 20 and accompanying text, mean that nontax
systems are often better at redistribution than tax systems are. Christine Jolls, Behavioral
Economics Analysis of Redistributive Legal Rules, 51 VAND. L. REV. 1653, 166973 (1998).

11.  See, e.g., CHOICES, VALUES, AND FRAMES (Daniel Kahneman & Amos Tversky eds.,
2000); JUDGMENT UNDER UNCERTAINTY: HEURISTICS AND BIASES (Daniel Kahneman et al. eds., 1982).
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the ordinary citizen’s understanding of public finance systems. What might
these misconceptions be? Will citizens accept pareto-improving reforms,
however alien they appear? Or does the form of public finance systems matter,
such that citizens will choose more or less efficiency, and/or more or less
redistribution, depending on the purely formal properties of tax and spending
systems—on how they are worded, or presented to them?” Absent citizen educa-
tion or other institutional reforms, can we trust the system to get the level of
redistribution down “right”?”

The answers to these questions lie at the heart of what we mean by the
“political psychology of redistribution.” We argue that public finance systems
have a psychological dimension, such that ordinary citizens will react
inconsistently based on a system’s appearance. Sometimes the manipulation
may seem trivial. For example, under the metric effect discussed below, ordinary
citizens prefer more redistribution when tax systems are discussed in percentage
rather than in dollar terms. Other cases are more troubling. For example,
widespread cognitive psychological tendencies can lead people to prefer
hidden over transparent taxes, even if the former are less efficient. In such
cases, the first prong of the optimal welfare economics approach cannot be
followed because a wealth-enhancing tax option is not chosen. Real wealth
is left on the table, an homage to our cognitive illusions. In other cases,
people will accept more redistribution with the public than with the private
provision of goods and services, even if public provision is not efficient. In
these cases, the second prong of the welfarist approach cannot be followed
independently of the first prong; equity is pitted against efficiency. In a wide
range of cases, the extent of governmental redistribution will depend on the
form of public finance systems, contrary to the stark logic of the optimal
welfare economics approach.” Reformers, just like successful politicians,
must therefore pay attention to the polity’s psychological tendencies.

12. A characteristic finding of the cognitive psychology literature is that subjects answer
questions differently that present the same choices in different words—for example, half empty versus
half full, child bonus versus child penalty. See generally sources cited supra note 11.

13.  We hasten to add that we are not stating, by fiat, what this “right” level of redistribution is.
We follow the standard economics approach of remaining agnostic on this question. See, e.g., KAPLOW
& SHAVELL, supra note 3, at 27; Logue & Avraham, supra note 2, at 157. Rather we mean that the
overall system may not effect the level and type of redistribution that citizens themselves desire, because
of framing and other effects.

14. Thomas Griffith makes a related but different point in a recent article. Thomas D.
Griffith, Progressive Taxation and Happiness, 45 B.C. L. REV. 1363, 1398 (2004). Giriffith argues that
people oppose progressive taxation even though these very taxes make them happy, because they
misestimate the effects of declining marginal utility and positional status. Griffith’s argument tracks
the concept explored by Daniel Kahneman, of a distinction between people’s decision versus
experienced utility, whereby people systematically use the “wrong” weights, by their own lights, in
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These possibilities raise troubling issues for normative welfare economics in
the public sphere. In this Article, drawing largely on our original experiments,
we set out the problems. We also note some paths towards a better future.

[. METHOD

To both illustrate and substantiate our main concerns, we conducted a
series of experiments over several years, testing how ordinary subjects per-
ceive matters of tax and public finance. The results we discuss here cluster
around a common theme: The nature and extent of redistribution that people
support depends on the purely formal properties of public finance. If we
were to measure the degree of inequality in society by some constant, objec-
tive measure, such as Gini coefficients,” this measure would vary with such
factors as the size of the public sector, what goods and services it provides,
and how many tax systems are in place. This pattern is in contrast to strict
logical necessity, and counter to the spirit of the two-part approach to wel-
fare enhancing reforms: How much inequality or redistribution people tol-
erate should not depend on the allocative matters of what the government
does or does not do, or how it performs its functions. Contrary to standard
rational choice social theory, however, we find that individual preferences
over end-state distributions of wealth are not invariant to the purely formal
properties of the relevant choice sets.

There are three connected elements supporting our general conclu-
sions: prior theory, our experiments, and real-world observations. In sum,
prior theory generated hypotheses, our experiments for the most part confirmed
them, and a look to reality bore out their significance.

A. Theory

We draw on two bodies of theory: behavioral economics and public finance
in a welfare economics tradition. The key finding of behavioral economics

reaching decisions. See Daniel Kahneman, Experienced Utility and Objective Happiness: A Moment-
Based Approach, in CHOICES, VALUES AND FRAMES, supra note 11, at 673. This is an example of
dynamic inconsistency manifesting itself over time. The inconsistency we find and explore in this
Article is, in contrast, static. Our concerns are with what Kahneman would call decision utility: We
find that people are inconsistent in making decisions in the present tense.

15.  Gini coefficients are measures of inequality in income distribution in populations.
They vary from zero, indicating perfect equality where everyone has the same income, to one,
indicating perfect inequality where one household has 100 percent of the country’s income. Office for
Nat'l Statistics, Measuring Inequality in Household Income: The Gini Coefficient, available at
http:/fwww.statistics.gov.uk/ about/methodology_by_theme/gini/default.asp.
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is that ordinary people are inconsistent in their judgment and decision-
making.' They react to the form of a choice or decision problem, even where
the substance is held constant. Preferring a half-full to a half-empty glass is a
canonical example of a framing effect. Other common traits are loss aversion, the
endowment effect or status quo bias, and overgeneralized heuristics.”” In each
instance, people reach inconsistent decisions, violating the simplest axioms
of the rational choice model, such as preference invariance and transitivity."
A simple application of loss aversion, for example, is penalty aversion. People
will act to avoid penalties but not necessarily to obtain bonuses in rhetori-
cally different presentations of the same underlying facts. As Richard Thaler
noted in a real-world observation, when a gas station charged a “penalty”
for using credit cards ($2.00 versus $1.90, say), people paid cash; when a gas
station across the street gave a “bonus” for using cash ($1.90 versus $2.00),
people used credit cards.”

Many findings in the heuristics and biases literature have a common
element, which we (and others) call an isolation effect (also called a focusing
effect).”” People tend to isolate or focus on a narrow choice problem before
them, ignoring relevant information and otherwise failing to integrate their
logically connected judgments and decisions into a coherent whole. An early
example of this in the literature is Thaler’s “mental accounts.” Thaler
found that many, perhaps most people treat the source of funds as relevant
to their use, even though money is fungible. People who are normally
frugal and even risk averse would spend lottery proceeds on luxury items or

16. See, e.g., RICHARD H. THALER, THE WINNER'S CURSE: PARADOXES AND
ANOMALIES OF ECONOMIC LIFE (1992). Behavioral economics also has important roots in the
work of Herbert Simon on “bounded rationality.” Herbert A. Simon, A Behavioral Model of
Rational Choice, 69 Q.]J. ECON. 99 (1955). Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky advanced the
field considerably beginning in the 1970s; the field reached full flower with the award of the Nobel
Prize in Economics to Kahneman in 2002. Researchers such as Richard Thaler have applied the
insights to standard consumer or financial settings.

17.  See, e.g., JONATHAN BARON, THINKING AND DECIDING 277-302 (3d ed. 2000).

18.  Transitivity holds that if a person prefers good or choice set A to B, she should not also
prefer good or choice set B to A.

19.  Richard H. Thaler, Toward a Positive Theory of Consumer Choice, 1 J. ECON. BEHAV. &
ORG. 39, 45 (1980), reprinted in RICHARD H. THALER, QUASI RATIONAL ECONOMICS 3, 9 (1991).

20.  Lorraine Chen Idson et al., Qvercoming Focusing Failures in Competitive Environments,
17 J. BEHAV. DECISION MAKING 159, 159-61 (2004); Steven K. Jones et al., Choices and
Opportunities: Another Effect of Framing on Decisions, 11 ]. BEHAV. DECISION MAKING 211, 211-14
(1998); Paolo Legrenzi et al., Focusing in Reasoning and Decision Making, 49 COGNITION 37, 38-39
(1993); Edward J. McCaffery & Jonathan Baron, The Humpty Dumpty Blues: Disaggregation Bias in the
Evaluation of Tax Systems, 91 ORGANIZATIONAL BEHAV. & HUM. DECISION PROCESSES 230, 232
(2003); Daniel Read et al., Choice Bracketing, 19 J. RISK & UNCERTAINTY 171, 172-73 (1999).

21.  Richard H. Thaler, Mental Accounting and Consumer Choice, 4 MARKETING SCI. 199
(1985), reprinted in QUASI RATIONAL ECONOMICS, supra note 19, at 25.
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binge purchases. In doing so, they viewed their windfall gains in isolation and
failed to integrate their newfound wealth with all their liabilities and assets.

‘The isolation effect is central to our findings on the political psychol-
ogy of redistribution. We found that subjects are hard pressed to integrate
multiple tax systems, in the disaggregation bias discussed below, or to inte-
grate the tax and spending dimensions of public finance to achieve constant
levels of redistribution, in the privatization effect that we also discuss. The
seemingly harmless tendency to separate out matters in one’s mind can lead
to disturbing anomalies in one’s acceptance of global public finance systems.

Public finance in a welfare economics tradition provides the second
prong of our approach. It is important to note as a threshold matter that
taxes, however much hidden, have real effects, and that these effects have
implications for actual welfare. Taxes can be more or less efficient, creating
more or less “deadweight loss,” and the gains from efficiency generate real
resources to be used. Traditional public finance can demonstrate the costs
of the choices that behavioral biases generate. We draw on an under-
standing of current public finance systems in advanced democracies, such as
the United States, and on basic economics principles, such as incidence and
efficiency analysis, in our experimental designs.” The relevant ideas are set
out below as they relate to individual experiments.

B. Experiments

We followed a similar procedure in all our experiments. About 50—
200 subjects, depending on the study, completed a questionnaire on the
World Wide Web. Subjects were paid three or four dollars each. Subjects
came to the studies through postings on various web sites or Usernet news
groups, or through prior participation in other studies. Subjects were paid
by check (after some minimum amount was accumulated) after they registered
their address and (for U.S. residents) their Social Security number.
Subjects identified themselves only with e-mail addresses after they regis-
tered, and these e-mail addresses were stored separately from the data to assure
privacy and anonymity.

Individual studies or experiments were programmed in Java-Script so
that one case was presented on one web page or screen, and subjects were
required to answer all questions appropriately before proceeding to the next

22.  Incidence concerns the subject of who ultimately bears the burden of a tax. See, e.g.,
Arnold C. Harberger, The Incidence of the Corporation Income Tax, 70 J. POL. ECON. 215 (1962).

Efficiency analysis concerns the welfare loss or “deadweight costs” of various alternative taxes.
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screen. After a brief introductory description and explanatory page, includ-
ing pertinent background, subjects saw between 24 and 32 screens asking
for their responses. Although our experiments typically considered com-
plex issues in a realistic manner, the screens that the subjects saw presented
the material in clear, simple formats. We recorded the time spent on each
response, and we usually eliminated subjects who went noticeably faster
than everyone else (outliers, typically 2-3 percent). Many of our experi-
ments had internal checks to assure that subjects understood the questions,
and answered in the appropriate range. We found that an overwhelming
percentage of subjects acted reasonably within objective parameters.

Consistent with standard methods in cognitive psychology, our experi-
mental designs were all within-subject.” That is, we tested the same people
and asked the same question in different ways, using different frames or
formal manipulations to change how the facts were presented. We wanted
to see if subjects would react differently—whether they like their glasses
half full, but dislike them half empty. In almost all cases, our null hypothe-
sis was simply that subjects should be consistent—and we found repeatedly
that they were not, with strong statistical significance.”® Problems such as
selection bias, common in across- or between-subject analysis—the standard
method of public opinion research—were not of much concern to us. Our
interest was in the existence and nature of inconsistencies in individual
judgment and decisionmaking. In most cases, we found inconsistencies
heavily tilted in one direction and consistent with the predictions of prior
theory: Subjects preferred policies described as “bonuses” to the self-same
policies described as “penalties,” preferred hidden to transparent taxes,
tended to be affected by starting points, and failed to integrate their judg-
ments across relevant fields of data. Because the evidence converged with
well established theory, we can assert with some confidence that these biases
are likely widespread in the population—all the more so because they predict
features actually evident in the U.S. tax system, as discussed below. As it
happens, our subject pool was roughly representative of the adult U.S. population
in terms of income, age, and education, but not in terms of sex, because (for
unknown reasons) women predominated in our respondent pool.”

23.  BARON, supra note 17, at 44—46.

24.  In the interests of general readership, we omit almost all technical statistical terms and
analyses in this Article. Formal analysis is readily available in the underlying, cited studies.

25.  See, e.g., Linda Babcock et al., The Propensity To Initiate Negotiations: A New Look
at Gender Variation in Negotiation Behavior (2002) (unpublished paper presented at the 15th
Annual Conference for the International Association of Conflict Management, June 9-12, 2002).
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Within-subject inconsistency is especially germane to the subject of
redistribution. Unlike the case with the first prong of the welfare-econom-
ics analysis, where some policies can be shown to increase or decrease the
social pie in an objectively observable manner, there is no universally
agreed on benchmark for the “right,” “just,” or “fair” degree of redistribu-
tion. Importantly, we did not impose a benchmark for “appropriate” redis-
tribution in our experiments. Rather, we intended to show that the same
people, asked about what level of redistribution they supported in differ-
ently framed but substantively equivalent choice problems, reached incon-
sistent results. If society were to base the appropriate level of redistribution
on some aggregation of individual preferences (as in common voting proce-
dures), these preferences themselves would be affected by the choice setting.

In terms of our experiments, the various choice settings include how
large the government sector happened to be, what goods and services it
provided, and how many tax systems there were. Generally, we found that
the average subject favored some redistribution—some taking from the rich
to give to the poor.”” A common finding of the polling literature is that
subjects fall into three roughly equal pools: those favoring no progression
(that is, flat taxes), those favoring moderate progression, and those favoring
steep progression, with the moderate middle holding the swing vote.” But,
again, calculating the “correct” or even the “desired” level of redistribution is not
our concern. Rather we show that what even counts as “moderate” redis-
tribution depends on the form of public finance systems; subjects’ pref-
erences for progressivity or redistribution change with the setting.

C. Reality

The final aspect of our analysis is to show that our experimental results
can explain real-world anomalies such as why hidden taxes persist, why pay-
roll taxes keep rising, and why the income tax is salient. Our experiments
were designed to reflect such anomalies, after all, so this should be possible.
We did not take off-the-shelf findings from the psychology of judgments
and decisions. Rather, we looked for extensions of the psychological
approach that fit the problems we saw outside the experimental laboratory.
One obvious danger of this approach is that “the problems we see” are
affected by our own political leanings. Thus, for example, we worry about

26.  See, e.g., Peggy A. Hite & Michael L. Roberts, An Experimental Investigation of
Taxpayer Judgments on Rate Structure in the Individual Income Tax System, 13 ]. AM. TAX'N ASS'N
47 (1991).

27.  Seeid. at 49-50.
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redistribution, so many of our experiments concern it. There are other
dimensions of public finance well worth studying; others are free to use our
methods to study different problems.

II. RESULTS

This part canvasses seven broad sets of results that show how the form
of public finance systems affects the understanding of and support for redis-
tribution: (1) the metric effect; (2) penalty aversion; (3) tax aversion; (4)
hidden tax bias; (5) disaggregation bias; (6) privatization effect; and (7) the
“starve-the-beast” phenomenon.

A. Metric Effect

We begin with a rather simple, and seemingly minor, application of
our general theme: that people are inconsistent in their reactions to public
finance issues, on account of focusing or isolation effects. Throughout our
experiments, we found interesting interactions between subjects’ perceptions
of and desire for progressivity—expecting the better-able to pay more, in
absolute or percentage terms—and the form of the question. The interactions
might relate to some basic ambiguity or uncertainty over what “progression”
even means. For example, subjects gave systematically different answers
based on whether the question was asked using dollars or percents, in what
we call a metric effect.” Subjects consistently wanted more progressivity
when the matters were framed in percentage rather than in dollar terms.
There is, after all, a sort of prog