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Tax collection is critical for the proper functioning of society. However,
many people strongly dislike paying taxes. Although this distaste could be
rational on economic grounds, the authors show that this attitude extends
beyond simply disliking the costs incurred and affects behavior in coun-
ternormative ways. They demonstrate the phenomenon of tax aversion:
a desire to avoid taxes per se that exceeds the rational economic moti-
vation to avoid a monetary cost. Across five experiments, the authors
provide evidence that people have a stronger preference to avoid tax-
related costs than to avoid equal-sized (or larger) monetary costs unre-
lated to taxes. Tax aversion affects consumer preferences in a variety
of domains, including standard store purchases, financial investments,
and job selection. Furthermore, this tendency is most prevalent among
people who identify with political parties that generally favor less taxa-
tion. Finally, encouraging participants who identify with “antitax” parties to
consider positive uses of their tax payments mitigates tax aversion. This
article concludes with a discussion of the implications of these results for
consumer behavior research and tax policies.
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Axe the Tax: Taxes Are Disliked More than
Equivalent Costs

Most countries depend on taxes to provide essential ser-
vices, ranging from highways to healthcare. Although peo-
ple benefit from these services, most also dislike paying
taxes. For example, people often travel far across state
lines to avoid paying taxes on clothing or gasoline or visit
duty-free shops to stockpile items they might not otherwise
purchase. Objections to taxes can be attributed in part to
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the pain that people experience from paying any expense
(Meyvis, Bennett, and Oppenheimer 2010). In economics,
the prevailing view holds that any decrease in utility result-
ing from a tax is entirely due to the monetary cost it
imposes (e.g., Ramsey 1927).

However, people may dislike taxes above and beyond
their financial costs, for cultural, political, or even moral
reasons (Hardisty, Johnson, and Weber 2010; Kirchler
2007). Taxes are often perceived as representing a loss
of personal financial freedom, expenditures without a
fair return, or funds wasted by inefficient politicians
(Kirchler 1998). Each day in the news, headlines highlight
Americans’ hatred of taxes—a hatred that seems aimed at
the very concept. One man was so enraged that he flew a
plane into an Internal Revenue Service office building in
Austin, Tex., leaving a suicide note detailing his grievances
with the tax code (Brick 2010). In 2009, some U.S. citizens
began participating in nationally coordinated Tea (Taxed
Enough Already) Party demonstrations, and recent polls
(as of April 2010) suggest that 18% of Americans iden-
tify with the Tea Party, a movement marked by its hostil-
ity to taxes (CNN 2010). The movement has even gained
government representation, with 52 elected members of
the 2010 U.S. House of Representatives joining the Tea
Party Caucus. Among the U.S. population more broadly,
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approximately half of Republicans and nearly one-third
of Democrats surveyed say that they are angry about the
amount of taxes they pay (CNN 2010).

This negative attitude toward taxes can have serious
implications for public finances if it spurs tax evasion.
Such behavior costs governments in developed countries
an estimated 20% of their revenues, and the numbers are
much higher in developing countries (Orviska and Hudson
2002). Despite its prevalence, illegal tax evasion is pub-
licly denounced. In contrast, legal forms of tax avoidance
are widely accepted (Kirchler, Maciejovsky, and Schneider
2003). Using a free association task, Kirchler, Maciejovsky,
and Schneider (2003) find that participants negatively asso-
ciate illegal tax evasion with fraud, criminal activity, and
punishment, whereas they view legal tax avoidance favor-
ably and associate it with cleverness and an intention to
save money. Research also uncovers differences in tax-
related behaviors across the political spectrum. For exam-
ple, those identifying with more conservative ideologies are
more likely to evade taxes (Wahlund 1992).

Previous psychological research on taxes has also shown
that heuristics, biases, and framing effects, which affect
decision making generally, also influence how people eval-
uate tax policies (e.g., Hardisty, Johnson, and Weber 2010;
McCaffery and Baron 2006; Reimers 2009; for reviews, see
Hill 2010; Kirchler 2007; McCaffery and Slemrod 2006).
People prefer tax policies that are labeled as “bonuses”
rather than as “surcharges,” like hidden more than explicit
taxes, and change their view concerning the appropriate
level and distribution of a tax depending on whether it
is presented in absolute monetary or percentage terms
(McCaffery and Baron 2004, 2006; Reimers 2009). Further-
more, McCaffery and Baron (2006) demonstrate that the
“tax” label carries special meaning and can alter people’s
attitudes in ways that vary with the nature of the expense.
More recently, Hardisty, Johnson, and Weber (2010) have
shown that framing a charge on carbon emissions as a tax
rather than an offset reduces its favorability among Repub-
licans but not among Democrats in the United States.

We document the phenomenon of tax aversion,1 by which
we mean a dislike of taxes per se that goes above and
beyond any associated financial costs. This article goes fur-
ther than describing attitudes toward tax policies to examine
how the presence of a tax can alter decisions and behav-
ior disproportionately, relative to an equivalent alternative
cost. In Experiments 1 and 2, we demonstrate that peo-
ple are more willing to incur a cost (i.e., spending time
traveling or waiting in line) to avoid paying taxes than to
avoid other (and larger) tax-unrelated costs. We also begin
to quantify the relative impact of tax aversion on consumer
behavior. Experiment 3 extends these findings to the domain
of financial decision making to show that tax aversion can
help explain the overconsumption of tax-exempt municipal
bonds by people in low marginal tax brackets. Experiment 4
shows that tax aversion is most prevalent among consumers
who identify with antitax political parties. Finally, Experi-
ment 5 demonstrates that asking members of antitax parties

1Although this term has been used in varied contexts to mean several
different things, we redefine it here. Our use of the term is most closely
related—but not identical—to that discussed by McCaffery and Baron
(2006).

to consider the positive uses of their tax payments dimin-
ishes their tax aversion, such that their subsequent prefer-
ences are indistinguishable from those of protax citizens.

EXPERIMENT 1

Method

Participants. At total of 238 participants were recruited
from three sample populations: (1) users of Amazon.com’s
Mechanical Turk service (www.mturk.com)2 (N = 131),
(2) passersby at a shopping mall in the northeastern United
States (N = 65), and (3) Princeton University undergradu-
ates (N = 42). These participants completed the experiment
for payment or course credit. For this and all experiments
reported in this article, we limited the respondents to U.S.
residents. Before our analysis, we thus excluded 43 partic-
ipants from the online sample who reported either living
outside the United States or having previously taken the
survey, as well as 4 participants from the shopping mall
who were visibly distracted. The final sample consisted of
191 participants (62% female) who were 18–63 years of
age (M = 29089, SD = 11087).
Materials and procedure. All three populations answered

the central survey question, then responded to demographic
questions. The participants recruited through Amazon.com
completed the survey online for a cash reward. Those
recruited from the shopping mall stopped at tables host-
ing various experiments. They received a survey packet
(which also contained unrelated questionnaires) and sat
down to complete the survey, in return for a cash reward.
The Princeton University undergraduates were recruited in
various locations on campus and followed a similar pro-
cedure to those at the shopping mall, except that some
received course credit in lieu of cash.

Participants read and responded to the following hypo-
thetical decision scenario:

You want to buy a new television and have a particu-
lar model in mind. Calling around, you find that only
two stores, Bob’s Electronics and Tom’s Electronics,
carry that model. Bob’s Electronics is located very
close, about a 5-minute drive, but offers no discounts
on the television set. Tom’s Electronics is located
farther away, about a 30-minute drive, but offers the
television set [tax-free, which is equivalent to an 8%
discount/with a 9% discount]. Where do you go to
make your purchase?

� Bob’s Electronics � Tom’s Electronics

The experiment consisted of a between-subjects design
with participants assigned to one of two conditions (8%
tax-related discount vs. 9% tax-unrelated discount) in an
unbiased, pseudorandom order (alternating or shuffled).
The 8% value resembles a plausible sales tax rate in the
United States, and the 9% value is larger but remains a
single-digit number.

Results and Discussion

Although participants recruited online were somewhat
less willing to travel to receive a discount, regardless of

2For evidence and a discussion of the validity of results obtained from
this platform, see Paolacci, Chandler, and Ipeirotis (2010).
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their condition, the trends overall were consistent across
the three populations surveyed. A binary logistic regression
revealed no interaction between population and condition,
either in the current experiment or in the other experiments
we report herein (all p > 0160). We therefore pool the data
across respondent populations throughout for simplicity.

The results supported our hypothesis that taxes receive
special treatment. Participants were sensitive to the nature
of the discount, and this reaction overpowered the underly-
ing economic factors. Significantly more participants pre-
ferred to travel 30 minutes to receive a discount when it
was an 8% tax-related discount than when it was a 9% tax-
unrelated discount (76% vs. 59%, Õ2411N = 1915 = 5083,
p = 0016, Ô = 018), despite the higher level of savings in the
latter condition. These results provide evidence that peo-
ple not only dislike paying taxes, but they also exhibit tax
aversion, such that they are willing to make sacrifices to
avoid taxes that they would not make to avoid other, larger
tax-unrelated costs.

EXPERIMENT 2

Experiment 1 showed that people are more willing to
go out of their way to avoid a tax than a larger, nontax
cost. Although the two televisions were described iden-
tically in both experimental conditions, participants may
have inferred that the one receiving the nontax discount
was of inferior quality; for example, hidden flaws might
have prompted the discount (e.g., Chernev and Carpenter
2001; Lo, Lynch, and Staelin 2007). The same reasoning
would be less straightforward for a tax savings, which is
beyond the retailer’s control.

In Experiment 2, we therefore extend our central finding
of tax aversion to a new context and compare purchas-
ing behaviors when consumers face one of two sales with
different labels. The target product is described as being
on sale in both conditions, so participants should make
similar inferences regarding its quality, which enables us
to isolate the effect of contemplating a tax-related versus
non-tax-related savings. Experiment 2 also aims to quan-
tify consumers’ willingness to trade off the benefits of a
sale against a cost (waiting in line) associated with the sale.
Specifically, we measure how long people are willing to
wait to avoid a tax-related versus a non-tax-related cost of
equal value, as well as its complement, that is, how much
tax-related versus non-tax-related savings they demand to
wait in line for the same amount of time to make a pur-
chase. If consumers are tax averse, they should be willing
to wait longer for a tax-related sale than for an equiva-
lent tax-unrelated sale. Conversely, they should demand a
higher discount to wait in line for a purchase when the
discount is unrelated to taxes compared with when it is
associated with taxes.

Method

Participants. A total of 401 participants were recruited
online through Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk service and
took this survey as part of a larger questionnaire, which they
completed in exchange for payment. Before the analysis, we
discarded data from 28 participants who failed to complete
the experiment, 2 who had previously completed the survey,
3 who were not U.S. residents, 3 who were under the age of

18 years, and 14 participants who spent less than five min-
utes completing the entire experiment (average completion
time = 1309 minutes). Thus, our final sample consisted of
351 participants (64% female) who were 18–78 years of
age (M = 35018, SD = 12056). In this and Experiments 3–5,
the participants’ median self-reported income category was
$25,000–$50,000.
Materials and procedure. Participants saw two relevant

pages of scenarios; on each page, the scenario preceded a
series of binary choice questions. These pages were inter-
spersed within a larger set of 12 pages presented in random
order, so the relevant pages usually did not appear consecu-
tively. Finally, the questionnaire asked participants to report
various demographic variables.

The experiment consisted of two parts (randomly
ordered), with each part on a separate page. The first part
measured participants’ willingness to wait in line for a
given amount of savings. Specifically, participants read
the following hypothetical decision scenario (i.e., “waiting-
time” titration question):

Imagine that you are walking through the mall look-
ing for a particular jacket that you have seen adver-
tised. You come across two closely located stores
that carry it. The first store offers no discounts, but
has no wait to purchase the coat. The second store
is having a special [“axe-the-tax” sale, with the store
selling all items tax-free, equivalent to a 9% dis-
count/“customer rewards” sale, with the store selling
all items at a 9% discount]. However, due to the pop-
ularity of the sale, there is a wait to purchase items
there. How long would you wait in line to receive
the discount?

Respondents then completed a series of 12 binary
(yes/no) titration choice questions that asked if they would
be willing to wait X minutes to receive the 9% “axe-the-
tax”/“customer rewards” savings, with X increasing from 5
to 60 minutes in 5-minute intervals.

The second part of the experiment measured the amount
of savings required for participants to agree to spend a
given amount of time waiting in line. Specifically, partici-
pants read the following scenario (“discount size” titration
question):

Imagine that you are walking through the mall look-
ing for a particular jacket that you have seen adver-
tised. You come across two closely located stores
that carry it. The first store offers no discounts, but
has no wait to purchase the coat. The second store
is having a special [“axe-the-tax” sale, with the store
selling all items tax-free/“customer rewards” sale,
with the store selling all items at a discount]. How-
ever, due to the popularity of the sale, there is a
15 minute wait to purchase items there. How high
would the [tax/] savings have to be for you to wait
15 minutes in line?

They then responded to a series of eight binary (yes/no)
titration choice questions that asked if they would be will-
ing to wait 15 minutes to save X% on their purchase, where
X increased from 5% to 12% in 1% increments. This range
of values ensures the size of the tax savings seems realistic
(i.e., U.S. sales taxes are generally 5%–12%).

The experiment consisted of a between-subjects design
with participants randomly assigned to one of two con-
ditions (tax vs. nontax). Participants in each condition
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completed both the waiting-time and discount size titration
questions. Those in the tax condition saw the “axe-the-tax”
sale descriptions, whereas those in the nontax condition
saw the “customer rewards” sale descriptions.

Results and Discussion

Before analyzing the data, we examined responses to
the titration questions for their consistency. We removed
data from participants with incompatible preferences (e.g.,
willingness to wait 30 minutes but not 25 minutes for the
9% discount; willingness to wait 15 minutes for a 6% dis-
count but not for a 7% discount) from the analysis (though
only for the question to which they provided inconsistent
responses). In all, we removed data obtained from 10 par-
ticipants for each set of titration questions.

In Figure 1 we show, for each set of titration questions,
the proportion of participants who preferred waiting in line
as a function of the titrated variable (discount size or wait-
ing time). Across the ranges of waiting times and discount
sizes, participants in the tax condition were consistently
more likely to prefer waiting in line than those in the non-
tax condition.

We next calculated an average score for each partici-
pant and titration set to determine minimum willingness to
save or maximum willingness to wait, equal to the total
number of “yes” responses divided by the total number of
titration questions asked. All our subsequent analyses rely
on these proportions, which we translated back into wait
times and savings amounts (for descriptive statistics), on
the basis of their corresponding meanings in the question
choices. For example, someone who responded “yes” to 3
of the 12 waiting-time questions (i.e., willingness to wait
5, 10, or 15 minutes but not 20 minutes or more for the
9% discount) received a score of .25, which we translated
into a willingness to wait 15 minutes. To avoid making
unwarranted assumptions about the distributional properties

Figure 1
WILLINGNESS TO WAIT FOR A TAX-THEMED VS. TAX-UNRELATED DISCOUNT
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Notes: These graphs show the proportion of participants in each condition who prefer to wait in line for a 9% discount as a function of waiting time
(left) or who prefer to wait in line for 15 minutes as a function of discount size (right), from Experiment 2. If there were no differences between the tax
and nontax conditions, we would expect the two lines in each graph to overlap or crisscross. Instead, the line for the tax condition is consistently higher
than the line for the nontax condition, demonstrating respondents’ greater willingness to wait for the discount in the tax condition, across the ranges of
waiting times and discount sizes. The vertical axes in each graph span different ranges.

of participants’ responses, and considering that the titra-
tion method only provides ranges on indifference points,
we used a rank-based, nonparametric (Mann-Whitney U)
approach to test the null hypothesis that preferences do not
differ across conditions.

Consistent with our predictions, participants in the tax
condition were willing to wait 25% longer on average
(roughly equivalent to 32 minutes) to receive the 9% dis-
count than those in the nontax condition (26 minutes).
The corresponding difference in the proportion of “yes”
responses was significant: .53 versus .43 (Mann-Whitney
U = 3011, p = 0002). Similarly, our analysis of the discount
size titration questions showed that participants in the non-
tax condition demanded a higher savings amount (7.2% on
average) to spend 15 minutes in line than those in the tax
condition (6.7%). The corresponding difference in the pro-
portion of “yes” responses was marginally significant: .72
versus .79 (Mann-Whitney U = 1081, p = 0070).

The results from Experiment 2 thus show that consumers
are willing to wait longer for a tax-related discount than
for a tax-unrelated discount of the same size. Similarly,
they demand less savings to wait in line if these savings
are derived from a tax-themed sale compared with a non-
tax sale. Our first two experiments thus demonstrate tax
aversion in the context of typical store purchases.

However, taxes permeate a wide range of consumer pur-
chase decisions that extend beyond tangible store items.
With Experiment 3, we examine how tax aversion influ-
ences financial investment preferences, specifically, the
decision to purchase a taxable versus a tax-exempt bond.

EXPERIMENT 3

Existing empirical finance research indicates that, con-
trary to normative investment models, a significant number
of households in low marginal tax brackets hold tax-exempt
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municipal bonds (Feenberg and Poterba 1991). From a
rational economic perspective, an investor faced with the
choice of investing in either a taxable corporate bond or
a tax-exempt municipal bond with identical credit qual-
ity and terms (other than yield) should choose the bond
with the higher after-tax yield, as determined by his or her
own marginal tax rate. The benefits of holding tax-exempt
municipal bonds to investors increase with their marginal
tax brackets. As Feenberg and Poterba (1991) show how-
ever, nearly one-fifth of tax-exempt municipal bond inter-
est goes to households for which the bonds appear to be
suboptimal investments, given their low marginal tax rates.
Feenberg and Poterba speculate that several factors could
explain this behavior, including the sluggishness of portfo-
lio adjustments to changing tax brackets or a desire to avoid
paying taxes, even if that desire induces an economic cost.

We use an experimental paradigm to examine the lat-
ter possibility. We hypothesize that people are motivated
to purchase tax-exempt bonds to achieve tax savings, even
when these bonds do not yield better after-tax returns.
In Experiment 3a we use a between-subjects design to
compare willingness to invest money in a bond rather
than a savings account when the bond is tax-exempt ver-
sus taxable. In Experiment 3b, we make the trade-off
explicit by asking participants to compare the two types of
bonds directly.

Experiment 3a: Method

Participants. A total of 126 participants were recruited
online through Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk service and
received payment for their participation. Before the analy-
sis, we discarded data from 1 participant who previously
completed the survey, 2 who were younger than 18 years
of age, and 6 who were not U.S. residents. The final sam-
ple consisted of 117 participants (59% female) who were
18–77 years of age (M = 35021, SD = 12045).

Materials and procedure. Participants read and res-
ponded to an online decision scenario, in which they chose
between investing in a bond and keeping their money in a
bank account. The scenario read as follows:

Imagine that you have just inherited some money.
You are trying to decide whether to put the money
in your bank account or to invest in a [munici-
pal/corporate] bond. Your bank account will pay you
$100 per year in interest, with no risk attached. The
bond will pay you [$120/$160] per year in interest,
but carries risk, and you cannot withdraw your ini-
tial investment for 10 years. You will pay tax on the
interest [from the bank account/] at 25%, [but inter-
est from the bond will be tax free/in either case].
Consequently, if you put money in the bank account
you will pay $25 of tax and will keep $75 each year.
If you put money in the bond, you will [not pay
tax/pay $40 of tax] and will keep $120 each year.
What would you do with your money?

� I would put my money in my bank account

� I would put my money in the bond

Following the scenario, they responded to various demo-
graphic questions. The experiment consisted of a between-
subjects design, with participants randomly assigned to one
of two conditions (tax-exempt vs. taxable). Participants in

the tax-exempt condition saw the description of the tax-
exempt municipal bond. Those in the taxable condition
instead saw the description of the taxable corporate bond.
In both conditions, the savings account offered (riskless)
after-tax returns of $75 per year, whereas the bond offered
(risky) annual after-tax returns of $120. In other words, the
tax-exempt and taxable bonds yielded equivalent after-tax
returns, so participants in both conditions faced the same
decision in economic terms.

Results and Discussion

Consistent with our hypothesis, significantly more partic-
ipants preferred to invest in the municipal bond that offered
a $120 annual tax-free return than in the corporate bond
that offered a $160 annual return but required a $40 tax
payment (82% vs. 18%, Õ2411N = 1175 = 48003, p < 0001,
Ô = 064). This preference held even though the two bonds
provided identical after-tax returns, effectively ruling out
any (standard) economic reason to prefer one more strongly
than the other.

One limitation of the design is that the tax-free bond,
described as a municipal bond, is tied to the government,
whereas the taxable bond is tied to a corporation. Partici-
pants may prefer government-issued financial products over
corporate ones, independent of their tax-exempt status. Fur-
thermore, though both bonds entail “risk” according to their
descriptions, the specific amount remains unquantified, and
participants may have inferred that the taxable bond carried
greater risk. Therefore, in Experiment 3b we extend this
study with a direct comparison scenario that allows for an
explicit statement of equal risk across the two products and
makes no mention of corporations or the government.

Experiment 3b: Method

Participants. We recruited 52 participants online through
Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk service, and they received
payment for their participation. Before analysis, we dis-
carded data from 4 participants who had previously com-
pleted a similar survey and 1 who was younger than 18 years
of age. Our final sample consisted of 47 participants
(38% female) who were 18–58 years of age (M = 31004,
SD = 10081).
Materials and procedure. All participants read and

responded to the following decision scenario (before pro-
ceeding to demographic questions):

Imagine that you have just inherited some money
that you are planning to invest. You are deciding
between two different bond options. Both have the
same risk and 10 year maturities. The first bond is
expected to pay $400 per year, but you will also be
taxed $100 on these earnings each year. The second
bond’s return is lower, $300 per year, but it will not
be taxed. Which bond would you invest in?

� I would put my money in the first bond

� I would put my money in the second bond

Results and Discussion

Despite eliminating any mention of the bond issuer and
explicitly equating both the risk and the expected after-tax
return, we found that a significant majority (77%) of partic-
ipants preferred investing in a tax-free bond over a taxable
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one (binomial test: z = 3050, p < 0001, with the null hypoth-
esis that participants are equally likely to prefer either
bond). This result is consistent with the outcome of Exper-
iment 3a. Together, these studies suggest that tax aversion
could be at least partly responsible for some counternorma-
tive consumer financial investment choices observed in the
field, such as the suboptimal tendency of lower tax-bracket
investors to purchase tax-exempt bonds instead of taxable
bonds that provide superior after-tax yields (Feenberg and
Poterba 1991).

The preceding experiments demonstrate an aversion to
paying taxes among the U.S. population overall. Identify-
ing groups of people who particularly dislike paying taxes
could help marketers segment consumers to target tax-
free sales directly and effectively at those populations who
would most appreciate such discounts.

EXPERIMENT 4

Attitudes toward taxes often seem to go hand-in-hand
with political views. Therefore in Experiment 4, we exam-
ine whether the tendency to exhibit tax aversion (as opposed
to merely disliking taxes) varies with political affiliation.
People who identify with antitax parties could be primarily
responsible for the pattern of preferences documented in our
previous experiments. Polls show that in the United States,
members of the Republican Party generally hold more neg-
ative views of taxes (American National Election Studies
2004; CNN 2010), and several studies reveal that political
affiliation correlates with attitudes toward taxes (Hardisty,
Johnson, and Weber 2010; Wahlund 1992). We also seek to
determine whether tax aversion extends to different types of
taxes and alternative time costs.

Method

Participants. We recruited 213 participants online
through Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk service and
excluded responses from 17 participants before analysis,
because they either lived outside the United States or had
taken the survey previously. The sample thus consisted of
196 U.S. residents (58% female) who were 18–67 years of
age (M = 33047, SD = 11042).

Materials and procedure. Participants completed the sur-
vey online for a cash reward. They read and responded to
the following hypothetical decision scenario:

Imagine you have been working for an American
company and your yearly salary is $50,000 (before
taxes). One day, you are offered the chance to lead
one of the company’s two European branches, each
of which is located in a different European coun-
try. Regardless of which country you choose to live
in, your duties will be the same and your salary
will be raised to $75,000. However, in Country A,
your daily commute will be 30 minutes shorter each
way. On the other hand, while most expenses are
the same in both countries, [taxes are higher/food is
more expensive] in Country A, and you would have
to [pay $4,000 more in taxes/spend $5,000 more on
food] there, each year, than you would in Country B.
The two countries are similar in every other respect.
Which country would you choose to live in?

� Country A � Country B

The experiment thus consisted of a between-subjects
design in which we assigned participants to one of two
conditions ($4,000 tax cost vs. $5,000 food cost), in alter-
nating order.

The final page of the questionnaire asked participants to
report demographic variables, including their political affil-
iation, for which they selected one or more of the following
options: Democrat, Republican, Independent, Libertarian,
Communist, Green, Socialist, and Other/None.

Results and Discussion

Before analyzing the data, we grouped participants by
political party affiliation and also identified whether each
political party traditionally has been considered (relatively)
pro- or antitax. The Democratic, Communist, and Social-
ist parties represent the protax parties, whereas the Repub-
lican and Libertarian parties are antitax. The remaining
categories (Independent, Green, and Other/None) were not
grouped by tax attitudes. These classifications are based on
the parties’ platforms (e.g., the Republican Party platform
states: “Republicans advocate lower taxes, reasonable reg-
ulation, and smaller, smarter government”; Republican
National Committee 2008). The participants in our sam-
ple divided themselves almost equally into three categories:
38% aligned with protax parties, 29% with antitax parties,
and 33% remained ungrouped.3 Because our hypothesis
pertains only to people who identify with parties tradition-
ally associated with pro- or antitax policies, we restricted
our analyses to members of the first two groups. The
final sample of interest thus comprised 132 participants
(58% female) who were 18–67 years of age (M = 34022,
SD = 11094).

The results of this experiment revealed differences across
political parties, according to their constituents’ preferences
(see Figure 2). Those respondents identifying with antitax
parties demonstrated tax aversion: They were more than
twice as likely to prefer living in the country with a longer
daily commute when it enabled them to avoid a $4,000
tax than when it enabled them to avoid a $5,000 food cost
(Õ2411N = 575 = 7034, p = 0007, Ô = 036), despite the $1,000
lower absolute savings in the tax condition. In contrast,
the preferences of protax party members showed no sig-
nificant variance; if anything, they indicated a (not signif-
icant) directional preference for the longer commute when
it meant avoiding the higher additional food cost than when
it meant avoiding the lower additional tax cost (Õ2411N =

755 = 2033, p = 0127, Ô = 018).
We performed a binary logistic regression, with country

preference as the dependent variable and condition, party
affiliation, and their interaction as predictors, to exam-
ine these effects further. We coded the condition as 0 for
tax-unrelated (food cost) and 1 for tax-related (tax cost)
and political affiliation as 0 for antitax and 1 for protax.
The model was significant overall (Õ2431N = 1325 = 9081,
p = 0020) and revealed main effects of both condition and
party affiliation. That is, random assignment to the tax con-
dition increased the odds of preferring the country with the

3No participants identified with multiple parties with incongruent tax
policy platforms (e.g., “Libertarian” and “Democrat”). Participants who
listed one party from the protax (antitax) category and another from the
ungrouped category were labeled protax (antitax).
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Figure 2
WILLINGNESS TO COMMUTE TO AVOID A TAX VS. NONTAX

COST AS A FUNCTION OF POLITICAL PARTY
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Notes: This graph shows the proportion of participants preferring a
longer daily commute rather than a higher annual food or tax cost, as a
function of political party affiliation, from Experiment 4. Numbers below
the bars represent the sample sizes for each condition and political group.

longer commute by 354% for those affiliated with antitax
parties (expÂ = 4054, p = 0008), whereas identifying with
protax parties increased the odds by 184% for participants
assigned to the food condition (expÂ = 2084, p = 0041). Fur-
thermore, the interaction between the two variables was
also significant (expÂ = 011, p = 0003), such that the condi-
tion assignment had a different impact on the preferences of
pro- and antitax party respondents, as suggested by Figure 2
and the preceding results.

Experiment 4 further proves the existence of tax aver-
sion and demonstrates that it is strongest among members
of antitax parties.4 Republican and Libertarian respondents
showed stronger preferences for avoiding a tax-related cost
than a tax-unrelated cost, even though the latter was 25%
higher. In contrast, members of protax parties showed no
such tendency.

In the next experiment, we examine the effects of a
potential moderator of tax aversion, namely, the salience
of agreeable or disagreeable uses of tax payments, and its
variation across political lines. We also seek to understand
how deeply ingrained tax aversion is among members of
antitax parties. Is it possible to make them less tax averse
and bring their preferences closer to those of protax party
members? We investigate this question by reminding par-
ticipants either that taxes are used in ways that they approve
of or that taxes are used in ways that they disapprove of.

EXPERIMENT 5

Method

Participants. For this study, we recruited a total of 1,029
participants from three sample populations: (1) users of

4We replicated these results with U.K. residents (N = 512) who read sce-
narios similar to those in Experiment 4. Tax aversion was highest among
right-leaning (antitax) respondents and absent among left-leaning (protax)
ones; center-leaning respondents (moderates) fell in between.

Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk service (N = 887); (2) users
of craigslist.com, an online community forum (N = 53); and
(3) passersby at a shopping mall in the northeastern United
States (N = 89). Participants completed the experiment for
payment or as volunteers. Before the analysis, we excluded
86 participants who reported living outside the United States
or had previously taken the survey. After these eliminations,
our sample consisted of 943 U.S. residents (62% female)
who were 18–75 years of age (M = 33066, SD = 12043).
Materials and procedure. The procedures for the online

and mall participants were similar to those we used in
Experiment 1, though the materials differed. Using a
between-subjects design, we assigned participants to one
of three conditions (positive list, negative list, no list) in
alternating order. In the positive list condition, participants
first read the following instructions:

Many of us pay taxes because they are mandatory,
but without appreciating how tax dollars benefit the
tax-payer. Take a moment to consider the differ-
ent ways in which your tax dollars are well spent.
For example, taxes are necessary for maintaining
paved roads and bridges. Please write down the first
three examples of positive uses of your tax dollars
that come to mind. Please make sure to only list
examples involving uses of your tax dollars that you
approve. Do not list examples involving uses that
you disapprove.

In the negative list condition, participants instead read:

Many of us pay taxes because they are mandatory,
but without believing that tax dollars benefit the tax-
payer. Take a moment to consider the different ways
in which your tax dollars are badly spent. For exam-
ple, taxes are used for bailing out big banks and
funding lobbyists who are advancing specific politi-
cal agendas. Please write down the first three exam-
ples of negative uses of your tax dollars that come to
mind. Please make sure to only list examples involv-
ing uses of your tax dollars that you disapprove. Do
not list examples involving uses that you approve.

In both the positive and the negative list conditions, par-
ticipants responded according to the instructions by listing
three positive or negative uses of their tax payments. Par-
ticipants in the no list condition did not complete the list-
ing task and instead moved directly to the next part of the
experiment.

After the listing task, all participants saw and responded
to the decision scenario from the tax condition in Exper-
iment 4, which asked whether they would be willing to
pay an additional yearly sum in taxes to avoid a 30-minute
longer daily commute. However, in the current experiment,
the tax amount was changed to $5,000 (the scenario was
otherwise identical). The final page of the questionnaire
asked participants to report their demographic variables,
including their political affiliation, similar to Experiment 4,
except that they could only select one political affiliation
from the list of options.

Results and Discussion

Before analyzing the data, we eliminated responses from
23 participants who failed to list three positive or negative
uses of their tax payments when asked to do so. We con-
sidered a wide range of responses acceptable but omitted
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participants who left the section blank or inserted unrelated
words rather than tax uses. Some common (and acceptable)
examples of positive uses of tax payments included educa-
tion, road maintenance, police departments, and fire depart-
ments. Common (and acceptable) examples of negative
uses included welfare, government bailouts, high salaries
for politicians, and funding the Iraq war.

We grouped participants by political party affiliation,
using the same procedure as in Experiment 4: 37% aligned
with protax parties, 25% with antitax parties, and 38%
remained ungrouped. Again, our analyses focused on only
those respondents who identify with parties that are tra-
ditionally associated with pro- or antitax policies. Thus
the final sample of interest consisted of 565 participants
(62% female) who were 18–75 years of age (M = 33044,
SD = 12052).

Aggregating across listing conditions, members of anti-
tax parties were more likely than members of protax parties
to prefer a longer commute to avoid paying additional taxes
(60% vs. 48%; Õ2411N = 5655 = 7026, p = 0007, Ô = 011).
However, as we show in Figure 3, the listing task differ-
entially affected the preferences of pro- and antitax party
members. Members of antitax parties were less likely to
prefer the longer commute (and more likely to prefer pay-
ing additional taxes) in the positive list condition than in
the negative list condition (Õ2411N = 1425 = 4012, p = 0042,
Ô = 017). In contrast, the listing task had no effect on the
preferences of protax party members (Õ2411N = 2155 < 001,
p = 098).

Following the negative listing task, members of antitax
parties were significantly more likely than members of pro-
tax parties to prefer the longer commute over the higher tax
(Õ2411N = 1765 = 6041, p = 0011, Ô = 019). A similar result
emerged in the no list condition but only at a marginal level
of significance (Õ2411N = 2085 = 2074, p = 0098, Ô = 012).

Figure 3
WILLINGNESS TO COMMUTE TO AVOID A TAX COST AS A

FUNCTION OF POLITICAL PARTY AND LISTING TASK
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Notes: This graph shows the proportion of participants preferring a
longer daily commute to a higher tax cost, as a function of political party
affiliation and listing task, from Experiment 5. Numbers below the bars
represent the sample sizes for each condition and political group.

However, the effect of party affiliation disappeared in the
positive list condition, for which members of anti- and pro-
tax parties were equally likely to prefer a longer commute
over higher taxes (Õ2411N = 1815 = 010, p = 0748). This
effect could have been driven by the descriptions in the list-
ing tasks themselves or by the examples that participants
generated in response to these tasks (or both). In either
case, the listing task generated negative or positive associ-
ations with the use of tax payments.

We used a binary logistic regression to examine further
the effects of political party affiliation, listing task, and
their interaction. Participants identifying with antitax par-
ties were coded as 0, those with protax parties as 1. The
participants assigned to the negative list condition were
coded as −1, those in the no list condition as 0, and those
in the positive list condition as 1. The model was signifi-
cant overall (Õ2431N = 5655 = 11043, p = 0010) and revealed
main effects of both variables (listing condition: expÂ = 070,
p = 0043; political party identification: expÂ = 064, p = 0009).
Although we found evidence that participants who iden-
tify with antitax parties were somewhat more affected by
the listing task, the statistical interaction only approached
marginal significance (expÂ = 1042, p = 0115).

These results suggest several interesting differences be-
tween members of pro- and antitax parties, in terms of the
accessibility and acceptability of tax uses. First, members
of protax parties seem generally more aware and accepting
of the use of their tax payments in both positive and neg-
ative ways. This acceptance could explain why the listing
task had no effect (in either direction) on their preferences.
In contrast, negative uses of taxes seem more accessible
(but less acceptable) to members of antitax parties than
are positive uses. Therefore, reminding participants of the
positive uses of their tax payments (in the positive list con-
dition) increases the acceptance of the higher tax among
antitax party members, bringing their responses in line
with the preferences of protax party members. Second, the
results suggest that antitax party members may be recep-
tive to additional examples of negative tax uses (beyond the
ones they spontaneously generate), which enhances their
dislike of taxes, as we show in the negative list condition.

In a follow-up survey with a separate sample of respon-
dents,5 we attempted to determine if protax party members
were more aware of the positive uses of tax payments, more
accepting of the government using their tax payments in
ways that they disapprove of, or both. When asked whether
they believed their tax dollars were being used in ways
that they approved of or in ways that they disapproved
of, significantly more protax than antitax party members
responded that they approved of the uses of tax money
(43% vs. 7%; Õ2411N = 1255 = 17085, p < 0001, Ô = 038).
However, when asked to rate how they felt when their
tax dollars were used in ways that they disapproved of
(1–5 scale, 1 = “very angry,” 5 = “very satisfied”), both pro-
and antitax party members reported feeling similar levels
of anger (1.95 vs. 1.86; t < 07, p = 0524). It therefore seems
that compared with members of antitax parties, people who

5We recruited respondents with the same approach we used in Experi-
ment 4. Focusing on U.S. residents affiliated with protax (40%) or antitax
(22%) parties produced a sample of 125 participants (67% female) who
were 18–74 years of age (M = 34032, SD = 13023).
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identify with protax parties either approve of a higher por-
tion of the ways that their tax payments are spent or find
these positive uses more salient. The pattern of results in
Experiment 5 thus appears driven by differing beliefs about
tax usage rather than differing affective reactions to disap-
proved uses.

In summary, protax party members may be more aware
that their tax payments are used in ways that they both
approve and disapprove of. In contrast, positive tax uses
may come as a comforting surprise to antitax party mem-
bers, and negative tax uses may reinforce their existing
skepticism. Thus it seems that members of antitax parties
may have more malleable attitudes toward tax policies. We
can alter their preferences by merely reminding them of
some positive (or negative) functions of taxes, which sug-
gests that their views on taxes are not entirely based on
stringent, deeply held principles.

One aspect of our sample worth noting is that despite
the equal assignments to the listing conditions, more pro-
tax party members completed the positive list condition
than the negative list condition (116 vs. 99), whereas more
antitax party members completed the negative list condi-
tion than the positive list condition (77 vs. 65). Neither
of these distributions is significantly different from chance
(both binomial test p > 027, with the null hypothesis that
members of pro- and antitax parties are equally likely to
complete the positive and negative listing tasks). However,
a modest selection bias may have been present that could
have influenced our results. Far from negating our findings
however, such a bias would be consistent with our basic
hypothesis regarding party affiliation. That is, members of
pro- and antitax parties hold such different attitudes toward
taxes that even their willingness to consider positive and
negative tax uses correlates with their political affiliation.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Across five experiments, we have demonstrated that peo-
ple exhibit tax aversion, defined as a tendency to avoid
taxes more than other equivalent (or even larger) costs.
We conducted the experiments over a period of two years
(February 2009 to January 2011), which suggests that the
(economically) counternormative patterns of preferences
we observe are not the result of an isolated political event.
In Experiment 1, we find that participants are more willing
to travel to a distant store for a tax-free discount than for
a larger discount unrelated to taxes. Experiment 2 demon-
strates that they also are willing to spend more time wait-
ing in line for an “axe-the-tax” sale than for an equivalent
sale unrelated to taxes. Similarly, the smallest discount for
which they would spend a given amount of time waiting
in line is lower for an “axe-the-tax” sale than for a tax-
unrelated sale. In Experiment 3, we find that participants
strongly prefer to invest in tax-exempt bonds rather than
equally profitable taxable bonds—which may help explain
the puzzling (and suboptimal) tendency for households with
low marginal tax brackets to purchase tax-exempt bonds. In
Experiment 4, we find that tax aversion is most prevalent
among respondents who identify with antitax political par-
ties, even though the political relevance of their choices is
not explicit in our scenarios (i.e., we elicited political affil-
iation after participants revealed their tax avoidance pref-
erences). Finally, in Experiment 5, we find that instructing

members of antitax parties to consider positive uses of their
tax payments leads them to make the same (hypothetical)
choices as members of protax parties, thereby mitigating
their tax aversion. Our results thus show that people dis-
like taxes for reasons that extend beyond monetary costs,
related to political and ideological factors. Although all par-
ticipants in our experiments are from the United States, we
also find evidence of tax aversion in a separate popula-
tion of U.K. residents with a different political system (see
note 4). Thus, tax aversion does not seem to be a uniquely
American tendency.

Alternative Accounts and Possible Mechanisms

Alternative accounts for our findings, other than tax aver-
sion, need to be considered. In Experiment 1, participants
might have inferred that the discounted television was of
lower quality than the one being sold tax-free. Retailers
could have marked up the base price of goods before plac-
ing them on “sale,” or the goods could be on sale because
they had hidden flaws (e.g., Chernev and Carpenter 2001;
Lo, Lynch, and Staelin 2007). However, by referring to
a store-based sale in both conditions (axe-the-tax vs. cus-
tomer rewards), Experiment 2 eliminated this confound.
In addition, the sale in Experiment 2 included all items in
the store, so it seems less likely that participants would
infer that any specific product is inferior. In Experiment 4,
participants may have thought they could control their food
costs but not their taxes and therefore assumed food costs
would be lower than the stated amount. However, the mod-
erating impact of political party on tax aversion makes this
account implausible unless we could explain why mem-
bers of antitax parties might be more likely (than pro-
tax party members) to interpret food costs as more mal-
leable than taxes. Furthermore, neither of these concerns
applies to Experiment 5, which uses only the tax scenario
but still prompts differences in the level of tax aversion
across party members and in response to the listing task.
Finally, these alternative accounts cannot explain the results
of Experiments 2 and 3.

Regarding the mechanisms driving tax aversion, we
believe several factors may be involved, including beliefs
about government efficiency. If people believe that the gov-
ernment is inefficient, they may assume that their tax pay-
ments are largely wasted and therefore unlikely to benefit
them. However, this perception cannot explain the results
of Experiments 1 and 2: In the nontax conditions, partici-
pants were willing to pay more for the good even though
the money would go to the store and not benefit them in
any way. Furthermore, we find no interactions among self-
reported measures of trust in government, attitudes regard-
ing government efficiency, and condition (p > 028).

Perhaps the mental accounting phenomenon of decou-
pling plays a role (Soman and Gourville 2001; Thaler
1999), because the payment of taxes generally seems dis-
connected from the ways the government uses that money.
Again though, decoupling cannot explain the findings from
Experiments 1 and 2: Why would participants prefer to give
their money to a retailer rather than the government, if they
do not know how it will be used in either case? To con-
sider this possibility, we included a question in the demo-
graphics section of Experiment 3 asking, “To what extent
do you feel like you know how your tax dollars are being
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used?” (1–7 scale). Again, we find no significant interaction
between this covariate and the condition (p > 026). Nonethe-
less, we do not claim that these null results rule out the
possibility that these factors also contribute to tax aversion.
Uncovering the mechanisms that underlie tax aversion is an
important goal that requires further research.

Implications for Marketing

Marketers stand to benefit from understanding tax aver-
sion and its impact on consumer behavior. The use of
nominal tax-free sale strategies may be more effective than
discounts taken directly from the pretax cost of a good, as
we showed in Experiments 1 and 2. Consequently, stores
could lure in more customers by advertising “tax-free” sales
than they would with equal, or even larger, tax-unrelated
discounts on the face price of goods. In a tax-free sale,
customers feel as though they have avoided the sales tax
entirely; in truth, the store is still responsible for paying the
tax to the government. Furthermore, as Experiments 4 and 5
demonstrate, this strategy may be particularly effective in
politically conservative areas that express strong support for
antitax parties, and the Tea Party movement in particular.

More broadly, this article highlights political orienta-
tion as an effective dimension for segmenting consumers.
Although consumer political orientation has received rel-
atively limited attention in marketing (other than direct
political marketing), we have shown that this variable crit-
ically moderates the impact of taxes on various purchasing
preferences. This article also adds to recent work demon-
strating the added utility of using political data to model
consumer demand (Roos and Shachar 2010), as well as
previous research that examines how consumption behavior
represents an expression of political ideology (Crockett and
Wallendorf 2004) and how political attitudes relate to the
acceptance of innovative trends (Baumgarten 1975). Ongo-
ing investigations should continue to examine the possi-
ble role of political affiliation in purchasing decisions. For
example, the weight placed on certain product attributes,
such as being “Made in the USA,” organic, or environ-
mentally friendly, likely differs considerably between right-
and left-leaning consumers. Similarly, consumer attitudes
toward advertising campaigns may vary across the political
divide. Conservative consumers may be averse to cam-
paigns or slogans that have sexual undertones; liberal con-
sumers may shun campaigns or slogans that they perceive
as reinforcing negative gender stereotypes. Understanding
the dominant political orientation of a target audience thus
could improve the effectiveness of a marketing strategy and
ultimately prove profitable.

Implications for Policy

Policy makers and governments also could benefit from
considering tax aversion as a driver of financial behavior.
Standard economic theories of the behavioral impact of tax-
ation assume that decision makers rationally adjust their
behaviors to the financial costs of taxes, but our results
suggest that many people have an (economically) irrational
aversion to taxes that can alter their preferences dispropor-
tionately, relative to the actual financial cost. Economists
therefore should consider including tax aversion in their
models, such as by adding a parameter to adjust for a

behavioral avoidance of taxes that extends beyond mon-
etary costs. Policy makers and academic theorists inter-
ested in predicting the impact of tax legislation on behavior,
and then projecting the corresponding tax revenues, sim-
ilarly could benefit from incorporating this nonmonetary
factor into their models. In certain cases, the government
could make use of people’s tax aversion for policy pur-
poses, such as promoting the sale of tax-exempt munici-
pal bonds or limiting behaviors deemed harmful (e.g., sin
taxes on cigarettes, alcohol, or gambling). Conversely, a
new tax expected to raise revenue from a region with a
disproportionately large Republican population might result
in greater behavior modification and correspondingly lower
tax revenues than conventional models would project.

However, our findings also suggest that tax aversion may
not create an intractable obstacle to effective tax collec-
tion or even a permanent difference in tax avoidance behav-
ior across party lines. Instead, governments might mitigate
tax aversion and minimize political differences by allow-
ing consumers to determine how some of their taxes are
spent, which can increase their satisfaction with paying
taxes (Lamberton 2010). The results of Experiment 5 sug-
gest an even simpler approach that would require no change
in legislation: using public advertising and other outreach
efforts to raise awareness and increase the salience of some
widely favored uses of tax money. This approach might be
a productive way to increase tax revenue, particularly if
the initiatives are targeted at Republicans and Libertarians
in contexts that require them to make tax-related decisions
(e.g., tax return instructions). Dedicating resources to edu-
cating citizens about the positive roles the government plays
and how it works could reduce tax aversion. Such initia-
tives would be natural extensions of the work carried out by
the Internal Revenue Service’s Taxpayer Advocate Service,
whose goals include increasing voluntary taxpayer compli-
ance. It reports explicitly that “[a]n understanding of the
factors impacting taxpayer compliance is crucial to effective
tax administration” and made this issue one of its areas of
emphasis for 2011 (Taxpayer Advocate Service 2010, p. 23).

Conclusions and Further Directions

Research examining the mechanisms that lead to tax
aversion and how they interact with political affiliation
could prove fruitful for designing marketing strategies and
predicting behaviors. In addition, it will be important to
extend our research into the field, to evaluate how effective
“axe-the-tax” sales are in practice or the extent to which
such sales have greater success in predominantly Republi-
can areas. The findings we report spark additional research
questions, yet the core results indicate a clear behavioral
tendency with regard to taxes (relative to other costs). Both
marketers and policy makers can benefit from recogniz-
ing this unique, economically irrational propensity to avoid
taxes, as well as how it varies across population segments.

REFERENCES
American National Election Studies (2004), “National Elec-

tion Survey,” (accessed July 7, 2010), [available at http://www
.electionstudies.org/].

Baumgarten, Steven A. (1975), “The Innovative Communica-
tor in the Diffusion Process,” Journal of Marketing Research,
12 (February), 12–18.



Tax Aversion S101

Brick, Michael (2010), “Man Crashes Plane into I.R.S. Building,”
The New York Times, (February 19), [available at http://www
.nytimes.com].

Chernev, Alexander and Gregory S. Carpenter (2001), “The Role
of Marketing Efficiency Intuitions in Consumer Choice: A Case
of Compensatory Inferences,” Journal of Marketing Research,
38 (August), 349–61.

CNN (2010), “Poll: Most Americans Say Tax Dollars are Wasted,”
(April 15), [available at http://www.cnn.com].

Crockett, David and Melanie Wallendorf (2004), “The Role of
Normative Political Ideology in Consumer Behavior,” Journal
of Consumer Research, 31 (December), 511–28.

Feenberg, Daniel R. and James M. Poterba (1991), “Which
Households Own Municipal Bonds? Evidence from Tax
Returns,” National Tax Journal, 44 (4), 93–103.

Hardisty, David J., Eric J. Johnson, and Elke U. Weber (2010),
“A Dirty Word or a Dirty World? Attribute Framing, Political
Affiliation, and Query Theory,” Psychological Science, 21 (1),
86–92.

Hill, Claire A. (2010), “What Cognitive Psychologists Should
Find Interesting about Tax,” Psychonomic Bulletin and Review,
17 (2), 180–85.

Kirchler, Erich (1998), “Differential Representations of Taxes:
Analysis of Free Associations and Judgments of Five Employ-
ment Groups,” Journal of Socio-Economics, 27 (1), 421–37.

(2007), The Economic Psychology of Tax Behaviour.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

, Boris Maciejovsky, and Friedrich Schneider (2003),
“Everyday Representations of Tax Avoidance, Tax Evasion, and
Tax Flight: Do Legal Differences Matter?” Journal of Economic
Psychology, 24 (4), 535–53.

Lamberton, Cait P. (2010), “Transforming Taxes and Other
Unnecessary Evils: Using Allocation to Increase Consumer
Satisfaction with Compulsory Payments,” working paper, Katz
Graduate School of Business, University of Pittsburgh.

Lo, Alison K.C., John G. Lynch, and Richard Staelin (2007),
“How to Attract Customers by Giving Them the Short End
of the Stick,” Journal of Marketing Research, 44 (February),
128–41.

McCaffery, Edward J. and Jonathan Baron (2004), “Framing and
Taxation: Evaluation of Tax Policies Involving Household Com-
position,” Journal of Economic Psychology, 25 (6), 679–705.

and (2006), “Thinking about Tax,” Psychology,
Public Policy, and Law, 12 (1), 106–135.

and Joel Slemrod, eds. (2006). Behavioral Public
Finance. New York: Sage Publications.

Meyvis, Tom, Aronté Bennett, and Daniel M. Oppenheimer
(2010), “Precommitment to Charity,” in The Science of Giv-
ing: Experimental Approaches to the Study of Charity, Daniel
M. Oppenheimer and Christopher Y. Olivola, eds. New York:
Taylor and Francis, 35–48.

Orviska, Marta and John Hudson (2002), “Tax Evasion, Civic
Duty, and the Law Abiding Citizen,” European Journal of Polit-
ical Economy, 19 (1), 83–102.

Paolacci, Gabriele, Jesse Chandler, and Panagiotis G. Ipeirotis
(2010), “Running Experiments on Amazon Mechanical Turk,”
Judgment and Decision Making, 5 (5), 411–19.

Ramsey, Frank P. (1927), “A Contribution to the Theory of Taxa-
tion,”Economic Journal, 37 (145), 47–61.

Reimers, Stian (2009), “A Paycheck Half-Empty or Half-Full?
Framing, Fairness and Progressive Taxation,” Judgment and
Decision Making, 4 (6), 461–66.

Republican National Committee (2008), “2008 Republican Plat-
form,” (accessed February 10, 2011), [available at http://www
.gop.com/2008Platform/2008platform.pdf].

Roos, Jason M. T. and Ron Shachar, (2010), “When Kerry Met
Sally: Politics and Perceptions in the Demand for Movies,”
working paper, Fuqua School of Business, Duke University.

Soman, Dilip, and John T. Gourville (2001), “Transaction Decou-
pling: How Price Bundling Affects the Decision to Consume,”
Journal of Marketing Research, 38 (February), 30–44.

Taxpayer Advocate Service (2010), “National Taxpayer Advocate
Report to Congress: Fiscal Year 2011 Objectives,” Publication
No. 4054, Internal Revenue Service.

Thaler, Richard H. (1999), “Mental Accounting Matters,” Journal
of Behavioral Decision Making, 12 (3), 183–206.

Wahlund, Richard (1992), “Tax Changes and Economic Behavior:
The Case of Tax Evasion,” Journal of Economic Psychology,
13 (4), 657–677.


