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Abstract

Two experiments show that eliciting taxpayer preferences on government spending--providing
taxpayer agency--increases tax compliance. We first create an income and taxation environment in a
laboratory setting to test for compliance with a lab tax. Allowing a treatment group to express non-
binding preferences over tax spending priorities, leads to a 16% increase in tax compliance. A follow-
up online study tests this treatment with a simulation of paying US federal taxes. Allowing taxpayers
to signal their preferences on the distribution of government spending, results in a 15% reduction in
the stated take-up rate of a questionable tax loophole. Providing taxpayer agency recouples tax
payments with the public services obtained in return, reduces general anti-tax sentiment, and holds
satisfaction with tax payment stable despite increased compliance with tax dues. With tax
noncompliance costing the US government $385billion annually, providing taxpayer agency could
have meaningful economic impact. At the same time, giving taxpayers a voice may act as a two-way
"nudge," transforming tax payment from a passive experience to a channel of communication between
taxpayers and government.
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1 Introduction

Most citizens dislike paying taxes. Indeed, tax noncompliance is estimated to amount
to some $385 billion annually in the US (IRS 2013) and £42 billion in the UK (HMRC|
2012)), many other governments also suffer from a so-called “tax gap” in their national
accounts.

While tax aversion has many causes, we suggest that a meaningful portion of that
aversion can be understood — and addressed — by considering two psychological
characteristics of the tax process. First, tax aversion is created by the decoupling of
tax payments and the public goods obtained in return. This disconnect places distance
between payment and benefit, and therefore decreases taxpayers’ perceptions of the
tax-funded benefits they receive. Data suggests that such under-recognition of benefits
is widespread: in one survey, among Americans who claimed they had never used a
government social service, 53% percent had in fact taken out student loans, and 40
percent had benefited from Medicare (Mettler, |2011). Because perceptions of such
benefits are low at the time of payment, decoupling may undermine tax compliance
(Soman and Gourville, 2001} Thaler, [1999). Second, taxpayer frustration also results
from the lack of agency or sense of influence over tax spending — which stands in
sharp contrast to one’s control over private spending — and may prompt some degree
of psychological reactance (Brehm), [1966)). As psychological reactance creates aversion
both to the focal action and to the entity perceived to restrict freedom, a lack of agency
may also be expected to lower tax compliance.

Academics and policymakers have begun to address the first source of frustration,
aiming to better inform citizens on where tax money is being spent. To recouple
payment and benefit, policymakers now widely publicize information on the allocation
of tax dollars across expenditure categories (White House, |2011) and are introducing
“Personal Tax Statements” (UK Treasury, [2012). The success of such interventions are
yet to be determined. However, the negative effects of lack of taxpayer agency remain
largely unaddressed, either theoretically or in practice. Thus, taxation continues to
be a relatively passive exercise in which citizens pay taxes without agency in how the
collected tax revenue is allocated.

We propose that the annual tax filing process offers an unexploited opportunity
for governments to increase taxpayer engagement and compliance. We explore this
possibility in a set of experiments that allow taxpayers to express non-binding (ad-
visory) preferences regarding the use of their tax dollars, assessing the effects of this
taxpayer agency treatment on tax compliance as well as satisfaction with tax pay-
ment and attitudes towards taxation. We find that providing taxpayers with such

“taxpayer agency’ — eliciting tax spending preferences — significantly increases tax



compliance. We also observe that agency operates, in part, by recoupling payment
and benefit. Further, agency creates no decrease in tax satisfaction or change in fear

of audit, and may reduce general anti-tax sentiment among taxpayers.

1.1 Background

Tax compliance and tax morale form the basis for a large literature. This research
suggests that the factors driving tax compliance include tax audit probabilities and
penalty rates, trust in government and tax fairness, tax code uncertainty, taxpayer
socio-demographics, and numerous cultural and normative factors (for reviews see
Alm|, 2012} |Jackson and Milliron|, |1986; OECD) 2012; Torgler}, |2007). The psychologi-

cal aspects of the tax system have received increasing attention, as the more standard

drivers of compliance (such as enforcement rates) have failed to fully explain individ-
ual tax behavior (Kirchler|, |2007; McCaffery and Slemrod, 2006; Torgler, 2007)). More

recent research has focused on understanding the “interaction climate” between tax

authorities and taxpayers (Kirchler, 2007; Hallsworth et al., 2014) and examines factors

such as patriotism (Konrad and Qari, 2012), enforcement information dissemination
(Alm et al.,|2009), tax code complexity (Abeler and Jager, 2013)), tax code kink points
(Saez, [2010), service provision by tax authorities (Chetty and Saez, [2013; [Mckee et al,
2011)), tax framing (McCaffery and Baron| 2004)), peer pressure and varied means of

communication (John et al., 2011, and effects of tax form redesign such as the place-

ment of the signature box (Shu et al, 2012). However, tax enforcement and these

recent behavioral approaches seldom address the deep-rooted tax aversion that exac-

erbates noncompliance (for exceptions, see Sussman and Olivola, 2011} Lamberton,

, nor has research explored tax compliance that explicitly considers the opera-
tional possibility of raising the “procedural utility” citizens experience when coping
with the tax process (Frey and Stutzer, 2001).

Research suggests that providing information on the purpose and benefits of tax-

ation may increase satisfaction with tax payment. For example, Sussman and Olivola
(2011)) show that asking individuals to consider the positive uses of their tax payments

improves their negative attitudes towards taxation. Such results align with work that

shows that making the resulting outcome of a charitable donation more tangible (Cry-

der and Loewenstein| 2010; Cryder et al., 2013)) or providing more information on the

beneficiary (Bohnet and Frey|, 1999)) can increase generosity. In essence, such work

addresses the well-known mental accounting problem of decoupling between payment

and its economic outcomes (Soman and Gourville, 2001; Thaler, 1999)). Individuals

are happier to give when they know what they’re giving for, and less likely to do so

when the outcome of their payment is ill-defined.



Thus, any intervention aimed at increasing tax compliance should re-couple pay-
ment and benefits. Merely solving decoupling in the tax process, however, does not
solve the problem of citizens’ lack of agency. We hypothesize that past work has un-
derestimated the importance of the persistent lack of agency taxpayers feel with regard
to tax spending. Agency is defined as “the human capability to exert influence over
one’s functioning and the course of events by one’s actions” (Bandura, 2009). The
belief in one’s ability to make choices that affect one’s outcomes is the foundation of
agency; as a result, introducing choice into behaviors increases perceptions of agency,
and with it, intrinsic motivation to complete the related action (Deci and Ryanl 1985}
Weinstein and Ryan) 2010). By contrast, when an individual’s freedom appears to be
curtailed, they often experience psychological reactance (Brehm, [1966), which creates
aversion toward the action and the entity perceived to be responsible for the restric-
tion on one’s freedom. As such, we predict that adding elements of choice to the tax
processes will raise compliance.

Research demonstrating the link between agency and compliance has mostly been
carried out in therapeutic contexts, in which medical professionals seek to raise patient
compliance with treatment regimens (e.g. |[Reid, 1984)). Like decoupling, agency has
also been studied in the domain of charitable giving. For example, allowing individuals
to control the amount they pay for a good or experience can raise overall product sales
and generate a sense of shared social responsibility (Gneezy et al.| [2010). With regards
to tax morale, Torgler| (2005 found in a comparative study of Swiss cantons that
more direct democracy — that is, more voice among citizens in the decision-making
process — had significant positive effects. In the same spirit, |Alm et al.| (1993)) showed
that tax compliance increased when small groups of individuals cooperatively reached
agreement about the use of their payments relative to having similar uses simply
assigned.

Importantly, this previous research demonstrating the benefits of agency has re-
quired actual direction of expenditures or actions, as opposed to simple preference
expression. In practice, representative democracies may be unable or unwilling to pro-
vide this type of agency to all taxpayers. The present research, in contrast, suggests
that agency can be increased by merely providing the opportunity to express tax pref-
erences to the tax collector. This effectively recouples payment and benefit, resulting
in increased compliance.

Importantly, we posit that eliciting taxpayer preferences will increase tax compli-
ance even when those preferences are not directly implemented in subsequent gov-
ernment expenditures. We propose that taxpayers who express tax preferences will
experience proxy agency, defined as having the opportunity to influence individuals

with decision-making authority (Banduray, 1986} 2000). Despite its non-binding na-



ture, proxy agency has been shown to have similar effects to direct personal agency.
For example, management research suggests that even when managers do not comply
with employees’ expressed preferences, employees whose preferences have been elicited
express greater job satisfaction, lower turnover intentions, and more positive evalua-
tions of supervisors (Alexander and Ruderman), 1987; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1996)).
Relatedly, research suggests that preference elicitation increases compliance and loy-
alty to political entities even when it does not alter the actual outcome of the process,
due to increased perceptions of procedural fairness (e.g Tyler et al |1989)). Thus we
predict that expressing preferences for the disbursement of taxes will increase taxpayer
compliance even when such preferences are not binding.

We test our prediction that taxpayer agency increases tax compliance in a small-
scale pilot test and in two studies. In the pilot and first experiment, we create an
incentive-compatible employment and taxation environment in a lab. Here, partici-
pants can choose to pay or withhold assessed taxes, and second in an online tax-paying
simulation in which participants choose whether or not to take a loophole in the fed-
eral tax code. We assess the effect of taxpayer agency on actual and planned tax

compliance, as well as on attitudes toward taxation and taxpayer satisfaction.

2 Pilot Study

In our pilot study, we pay 125 undergraduate lab participants to complete a simple
task, for which they are paid a fixed amount of money. All participants are asked
to pay 30% of their earnings in “lab tax”. Randomly-selected participants are given
agency in tax payment by allowing them to express their preferences for the use of
their tax dollars. In the pilot study, preferences can be expressed for undergraduate-
relevant expenditures such as the purchase of additional printing stations, support for
student organizations, and scholarships. Detailed participant instructions for this pilot
study are provided in the online appendix.

Participants were asked to put their tax dollars in an envelope and bring it to the
experimenter at the end of the session. They were also told that 1 in 8 participants
would be “audited.” If selected for audit, participants who had not fully complied were
subject to their $3.00 tax plus an additional $2.00 penalty. This method thus allowed
participants a private, auditable form of compliance.

An ANOVA using experimental condition (agency, no agency) predicts the amount
participants put into their envelopes. Taxpayer agency has a positive effect on compli-
ance, though at this sample size the difference does not approach conventional levels

of significance (Myoagency = $1.69, Mygeney, = $1.98; Wald x? = 4.18,p = .37).



3 Experiment I

Given the results of the pilot study, we developed a similarly-structured experiment
to more fully test our theory in a larger sample. Our account suggests that agency
should recouple payment and perceived benefit, we capture perceptions of the per-
ceived benefits associated with taxes. Further, to ensure that agency does not elicit
negative reactions, we capture satisfaction with payment. In addition, we measure
perceived audit probability, to examine whether agency raises concerns about height-
ened monitoring of payment. If individuals given agency feel their behavior will be
more carefully scrutinized because of their expressed preferences, they may be both

less satisfied with payment and comply simply out of heightened audit fear.

3.1 Experimental Design and Participants

Experiment 1 followed a two-group between-subjects design in which, as in the pilot
study, participants were randomly assigned to either agency or no agency conditions.
Participants were one hundred and eighty-nine participants who registered online to
participate in Harvard University’s Computer Lab for Experimental Research (CLER)
lab. As part of the online registration process, demographic information was collected
(age, gender, marital status, ethnicity and income). After registering, participants
came to a physical lab with the understanding that they would receive a certain $10
payment for completing the multi-study session. In the course of that session, par-
ticipants were told that they could also complete a “bonus” task in return for an
additional $10.

Table 1: Experiment I - Demographics

No Allocation Allocation Difference
Percent male 38% 41% 2 (1) =0.15,p = .70
Ethnicity (white) 48% 60% 2 (5) =5.83, p = .32

Monthly House- 2,710 (3,376) 3,161 (3,722) F=0.73p=.39
hold Income

Marital ~ Status 84% 85% NS (very small cell counts, so

(single) chi-square is not valid; no dif-
ference in # of single)

Age 245 (5.05) 234 (441)  F= 267, p = .10

3.2 Income, Taxation and Audit

Before deciding whether to complete the $10 “bonus task,” participants were informed

about the tax rate and audit probability associated with their payment for that task.



In this experiment, both were held constant. All participants read that their tax rate
would be 30% ($3 out of the $10 bonus), and that this tax rate represented the average
amount of labor time devoted to tax payment in the United States (Morrison, 2013)).
All participants were also told that at the end of the session, an experimenter would
collect all the envelopes and audit 1 out of every 8 envelopes. Participants read that
if they were audited and the experimenter found less than $3 in their envelope, they
would have to pay the full $3 plus an additional $2 penalty out of their $10.

All participants chose to opt into the bonus task. The bonus task consisted of
rating their enjoyment of 12 landscape and home interior pictures on a 9-point scale
(1: not at all to 9: very much.) After rating the pictures, participants raised their
hand to receive their $10 payment. To facilitate payment, payment was provided in
ten $1 bills.

3.3 Taxpayer Agency

Participants were then randomly assigned to either the agency or no agency conditions.
Participants in the no agency condition continued directly to the tax payment portion

of the study. Participants in the agency condition first read:

We will allow you to provide input into how your tax money is used. You
will be able to provide your thoughts about how tax money should best be
used. The categories you can select as your preferred expenditure of tax
money will only benefit you indirectly, but will benefit the broader com-
munity of individuals who participate in lab studies at Harvard. The lab
administrators may take your preferences into account as they determine

what to do with the lab tax money.

They were then reminded that they would pay $3 in tax and told that they were
able to allocate their money across three categories, which they were told would benefit
individuals who participated in experiments and surveys in the lab in the future.
The three categories were beverages, snacks and enhanced incentives for future study
participants.

They then completed attitudinal measures. First, they reported their beliefs re-
garding audit likelihood on a 7-point scale (1: I am very unlikely to be audited to 7:
[ am very likely to be audited). To capture perceived value, they also reported the
sense of value they associated with their taxes on a 7-point scale (1: I do not value the
way my lab taxes will be used to 7: I value the way my lab taxes will be used), and
their satisfaction with paying their taxes on a 7-point scale (1: I feel dissatisfied with
paying the tax to 7: I feel satisfied with paying the tax); the order of these questions

was randomized.



3.4 Compliance

Participants were reminded that their tax rate was 30% and were asked to place their
tax payment in an envelope on their desk. (All envelopes were numbered so that
participants’ responses could later be connected to their agency condition and other
responses). At the end of the lab session, research assistants collected the envelopes,
randomly selected 1 in 8 participants for audit, collected tax payment and penalty
money consistent with prior instructions, and recorded the amount each participant
had placed into their tax envelope. At no point did lab administrators view partici-

pants’ other data, including responses on other measures or condition assignment.

3.5 Results

Seven participants did not provide age information, resulting in a usable sample size

o«

of 182. We first classify participants into “full compliance,” “partial compliance,” and
“no compliance” categories. In the aggregate, as is common in experimental studies
of tax behaviors (see |Alm et all (1992, 2011), compliance follows a strongly bimodal
pattern, such that 58% of participants paid their full tax amount ($3.00), 39% paid
no tax, and approximately 2.5% paid other amounts. As a result, we test whether the
proportion of individuals falling into each compliance classification varied based on
agency condition. Proportions in each compliance category are shown in Figure 1. To
accommodate the extremely small number of participants who partially complied, we
use a Fisher’s exact test of proportions. This test reveals that, as expected, agency has
a significant effect on participants’ compliance tendencies (Fisher’s exact test p = .019).

The exact amounts placed into the envelopes were then analyzed continuously using
generalized linear modeling with a negative binomial distribution. Results are in Table
2. The top portion of the table provides results without any controls, while the bottom
presents results with demographic information incorporated.

Without any controls, agency has a significant positive effect on compliance (M,oagency =
$1.58, Mygeney = $2.11; Wald x? = 4.18,p = .04). Agency continues to increase tax
payment when including the demographic measures as controls, (Wald x* = 3.94,p =
.05). Gender was the sole significant covariate, such that men pay less (i.e., showed
lower compliance) than women (M,,qe = $1.40(1.57), Mfemare = $2.14 (1.54); Wald
X2 =11.11, p = .0009).

One possible explanation for the effect of agency on compliance is that individuals
who had been given agency felt they would be under greater scrutiny and thus, be more
likely to experience an audit. To test this possibility, we estimate an ANOVA using
agency condition as well as the same covariates to estimate participants’ perceptions of

their likelihood of audit. There is no significant effect of agency on perceived likelihood



Table 2: Experiment 1 - Effect of Taxpayer Agency on Compliance
(1) (2)

Treatment (Agency) 0.29%%  0.26**
(0.14)  (0.13)

Gender (Male) -0.45%*

(0.14)
Age -0.0002

(0.01)

Ethnicity (African-American) -0.11
(0.34)

Ethnicity (Asian-American) 0.11
(0.30)

Ethnicity (Caucasian) -0.04
(0.28)

Ethnicity (Hispanic) 0.26

(0.35)

Ethnicity (Pacific Islander) -0.55
(0.45)

Marital Status (Single, never married) -0.35%
(0.20)

Marital Status (Married) -0.4
(0.34)

Marital Status (Divorced) 0.12
(0.73)

Household income 0.02

(0.17)

Intercept  0.45%%* (.82
(0.11)  (0.52)
Observations 182 182
Pseudo R?  0.04 0.012
Log Likelihood -182.23 -172.12

Standard errors in parentheses
K p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Figure 1: Compliance Proportions, Experiment 1

of audit (Magency = 3.35(SD = 1.63), Myoagency = 3.56(SD = 1.82); F(1,166) =
0.88,p = .35). Men believe they are significantly less likely to be audited than women
(Maie = 2.94(SD = 1.70), M femaie = 3.79(SD = 3.79), F'(1,166) = 12.27, p = .0006).

Further, we test for possible mediating mechanisms that would explain the effect

of agency on compliance. These analyses follow Preacher and Hayes| (2008) bootstrap-

ping methodology, set at 1000 iterations; a significant mediation is indicated by a
95% confidence interval for the indirect path that does not include zero. All analyses
use agency condition as well as the same set of covariates as before to predict com-
pliance amount. Perceived likelihood of audit does not mediate the effect of agency
on compliance (95% CI for indirect effect: -0.09 to .04). However, considered either
with or without demographic controls, participants given agency value the uses asso-
ciated with the taxes more than those who not given agency (Mggeney = 4.16(SD =
1.75), Myoagency = 3.49(SD = 1.74); F'(1,168) = 5.21,p = .02). Further, bootstrap-
ping analyses specified as before suggest that perceptions of the value of the items
funded by the tax payment mediated the effect of agency on compliance (95% CI for
indirect effect: .02 to .15). These results suggest that the psychological decoupling
and subsequent devaluation common to non-agency taxation was reduced by the pro-
vision of agency, and that this recoupling, in turn, raised compliance. Finally, there
is no significant direct relationship between agency and satisfaction with tax payment
(Mageney = 3.37(SD = 1.69), Myoagency = 3.25(SD = 1.80); F'(1,168) = .30, p = .59).

Experiment 1 provides evidence that providing taxpayer agency increases tax com-

10



pliance, using an incentive-compatible, highly controlled method. These results ap-
peared to be driven at least in part by more positive perceptions of the value that tax
dollars would provide, suggesting that taxpayer agency successfully recouples payment
and benefit. We also note that taxpayer agency does not appear to be associated with
higher concern of audit. Moreover, although asking participants to express their pref-
erence about tax dollar expenditure raised average tax payment and required some
additional cognitive effort, we did not see any decreases in satisfaction with tax pay-
ment itself. Of course, this tightly-controlled setting is not without its limitations:
the sample consisted predominantly of young students, and participants made their
compliance decisions about a novel type of taxes used to benefit the laboratory. Ex-
periment 2 was designed to conceptually replicate the results of Experiment 1, while

also addressing some of the limitations presented by a lab context.

4 Experiment II

Experiment 2 tests for taxpayer agency effects in a population of taxpayers encom-
passing a wider demographic range than seen in Experiment 1, and also uses a more
familiar income tax payment scenario as a decision-making context. In this experi-
ment, we compare the typical taxpaying experience (i.e., no information about current
tax expenditures and no agency) to having information about the benefits associated
with taxes but having no agency and to two agency conditions: one that includes
agency but provides no information about current expenditures, and a second that
includes both information about current expenditures and agency. We focus on a con-
sequential compliance decision made by many taxpayers: whether or not to take a
questionable loophole when completing their income tax returns.

Providing agency in a US Federal income tax context requires preference expression
with regard to a much broader set of options than in Experiment 1. We again collect
information about both satisfaction and perceptions of audit likelihood. Finally, we
collect information about anticipate payment date, as well as post-treatment attitudes
that have been assessed in prior work on tax morale, to examine whether any of these

planned behaviors or attitudes shift in response to agency.

4.1 Experimental Design and Participants

Participants were 267 English-speaking, US citizens who had opted into Amazon’s
Mechanical Turk panel, and received a $1.00 payment for completing the experiment.
All participants read an informed consent prior to opting-in to the survey. In this

informed consent, they were informed that the survey would focus on Federal income

11



tax dollars and were assured of the confidentiality of their responses. They then pro-
vided demographic information (see Table 3) Note that the median reported household
income was $43,000/year.[|

The experiment followed a two (agency, no agency) x two (information, no in-
formation) between-subjects design, resulting in four conditions: One group of par-
ticipants was provided neither information about current tax spending nor agency
(control group) before proceeding to a compliance measure. A second group of partic-
ipants was provided information about existing tax expenditures but was provided no
agency (information only group). A third was provided agency, but not information
about existing tax expenditures (agency only group). A fourth group was provided
both information about existing tax expenditures and was provided agency (agency
plus information group). In addition, within the two agency conditions, the percent-
age of their tax payment over which participants were told they could express their
preferences was varied at 10, 25 and 50 percent. We first report results across these

percentages, then for each individually.

4.2 Information Provision

Participants assigned to the information only or information plus agency conditions

first read about the current allocation of Federal tax dollars, using categories and

descriptions listed on the www.whitehouse.gov/2011-taxreceipt| website (Appendix A).

They viewed this information both in list and pie chart format. Participants were

allowed to review this information for as long as they wished before continuing.

4.3 Taxpayer Agency

Participants in the information only condition then proceeded directly to the compli-
ance measures. Participants in the agency only and information plus agency conditions

read the following:

Imagine that you are told that you can provide input about how [10%/25% /50%)]
of your tax payment would be spent across categories used by the Federal
government. The government would take your opinion into account for this

portion of your tax dollars. Below, please provide the allocation you would
advise for [10%/25%/50%)] of your income tax dollars.

Participants were given an open-ended amount of time to express their preferences,

by allocating funds across the same spending categories. A running total at the bot-

1This is lower than the US 2011 median ($50,054) but consistent with the slightly lower household
income reported in Mechanical Turk samples (see [Paolacci et al.| (2010)).
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tom of the screen allowed them to see the percentage they had allocated across the

categories. They were instructed to ensure that their preferred answers totaled 100%.

4.4 Compliance

Next, we assessed participants’ likelihood of compliance, by presenting the following
situation: “Imagine that you were aware of a tax loophole that would enable you to
avoid paying 10% of your income tax bill. However, you aren’t sure you really qualify.
Would you take the tax loophole to lower your tax bill?” Participants answered this

question by indicating yes or no.

4.5 Additional Measures

As in Experiment 1, we assessed participants’ beliefs about their likelihood of being
audited by the IRS on a 7-point scale (1: very unlikely to 7: very likely). Further,
we again asked participants to rate their satisfaction with tax payment on a 7-point
scale (1: I feel dissatisfied with paying taxes to 7: I feel satisfied with paying taxes).
We also asked participants to report the date on which they anticipated paying their
taxes, given the official due date of April 15th.

These items were embedded in additional attitudinal measures (see Appendix B).
While not focal to our account, we assessed the possible impact of agency on factors
previously identified as drivers of tax morale and compliance: belief in the redis-
tributive role of taxes (e.g. Mittone, [1997)), attitudes toward other taxpayers, trust in
government (e.g. Scholz, 1998} Tyler and Smith, |1997; Tyler et al., [1989), prosocial
attitudes (McGraw and Sholz., [1991)), and general tax sentiment. Finally, participants
rated how seriously they took the survey on a 7-point scale (1: not at all seriously to

7. very seriously).

4.6 Results

Ten respondents were removed from the sample for providing nonsensical responses
on an open-ended measure of anticipated payment date (asked to specify the day of
the month on which they would pay taxes, they entered a number greater than 31),
resulting in a sample of 257 individuals. Overall, participants reported taking the
survey seriously (range =3 — 7; M = 6.83,SD = .53), with no significant differences
across conditions (p = .21).

Most background characteristics do not vary significantly across conditions (Table
3). However, contrasts show that household income is significantly lower in the control

condition than in the agency only (F(1,248) = 5.08,p = .03) and information plus
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Table 3: Experiment 2 Sample Characteristics by Condition

Control  Information Agency Information Significance
only only plus agency test
(n = 32) (n=23) (n=104) (n = 98)
Percent female 52.1% 56.5% 47.1% 53.1% x? = (3) 1.13,
p=.77
Paid tax last year (vs. 56.2% 52.2% 59.6% 58.2% X2 (6) = 2.71,
did not or do not recall) p=.84
How taxes filed in the last year
Filed by themselves 59.4% 69.6% 66.3% 64.1% X2 (12) =
electronically 11.02, p = .53
Filed electronically with 31.2% 8.7% 19.2% 22.4%
help of tax preparer
Filed by themselves by 6.2% 4.3% 7.7% 8.2%
mail
Filed by mail with help 3.1% 17.4% 5.8% 5.1%
of tax preparer
Filing status
Filing status: single 40.6% 65.2% 56.7% 48.0% x2 (9) = 13.26,
p=.15
Filing status: married 53.1% 30.4% 31.7% 41.8%
filing jointly
Filing status: married 0.0% 0.0% 5.8% 1.0%
filing separately
Filing status: qualifying 6.2% 4.3% 5.8% 9.2%
widow or widower
Number of dependents .81 (.97) 52(199) .75 (1.09)  1.06 (1.37) F(3, 252E|) =
1.89, p = 13
Age 37.3 363 33.6(9.9) 36.2(12.2)  F(3,253) =
(13.6) (10.8) 1.41,p = .24
Household income 40,031 34,538 49,333 55,490 F(3, 248) =
(22,200)  (26,010)  (34,830) (36,772)  3.38, p = .02
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56.12%
52.90%

34.38% 30.43%

Control (n = 23) Information only (n =32) Agency only (n =104) Agency and Information
(n=98)

Figure 2: Compliance Proportions, Experiment 2

agency condition (F'(1,248) = 7.22,p = .008). As a result we report analyses both
with and without these measures as controls.

We first examine likelihood of compliance (non-loophole adoption) as a function
of condition, depicted in Figure 1. An overall chi-square test using information con-
dition and agency condition as predictors suggests that, as expected, experimental
condition has a significant effect on compliance likelihood (x?*(3) = 8.45,p = .04). Fol-
low up chi-square analyses comparing the four experimental groups indicate that first,
simply providing information offers no significant difference in compliance relative to
the control group (control: 34.4% v. information only: 30.4%; x? = .09,p = .64).
Second, the two agency conditions (with and without information) do not differ sig-
nificantly from one another (agency only: 52.9% vs. agency plus information: 56.1%;
(x* = .21,p = .76) but both agency conditions show significantly greater compli-
ance than the information only condition (30.4%): information only vs. agency only
(52.9%, (x* = 3.80,p = .05; information only vs. agency plus information (56.1%,
(x* = 4.92,p = .03). Finally, both the agency plus information group and agency only
group display higher levels of compliance relative to the control condition (p = .03 and
p = .06, respectively).

We next estimate a generalized linear model using the two experimental factors
(agency, information) and their interaction as well as all covariates to predict likeli-
hood of compliance. We note that there is no interaction of the two factors. Thus,

we estimate a general linear model testing for the effect of agency controlling for
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information. This analysis yields a significant positive main effect of agency on com-
pliance (b = .95, Waldx* = 7.69,p = .006), but no main effect of information (Wald
x* = 0.00,p = .95). As shown in Table 3, no other effects were significant at conven-
tional levels [

Further analysis tested whether agency’s effects were sensitive to the proportion
of the tax bill about which participants expressed their preferences. For this pur-
pose, both non-agency conditions were coded as offering 0% agency. Statistics are
included in Table 4. A chi-square test using percent agency to predict loophole adop-
tion first reveals that the percent of taxation over which participants were given agency
has a significant effect on likelihood of taking the loophole (x*(3) = 11.01,p = .01).
More specifically, agency regarding 10% of one’s tax bill generates a significant change
in compliance compared to the information only condition (54.7%v.32.7%; x*(1) =
5.77,p = .02), as does agency over 25% of one’s tax dollars (61.4%v.32.7%; x*(1) =
10.15,p = .001). Interestingly, there is not a significant difference between the 0% and
50% agency conditions (47.0%wv.32.7%; Wald x?(1) = 2.59,p = .11).

As in Experiment 1, we analyzed participants’ beliefs about their likelihood of be-
ing audited (Table 5). A 2 (information condition) x 2 (agency condition) ANOVA
suggests no significant main effects or interactions between the two factors (infor-
mation (F(1,253) = .99,p = .32); agency (F(1,253) = .42,p = .64); interaction
(F(1,253) = .26,p = .61). No main or interactive effects of the focal factors be-
come significant when controls are added (all p < .16); as in Experiment 1 we again
observe only that men believe they are less likely to be audited than are women
(Mmates = 2.47(1.87), M femates = 2.05(1.06); F'(1,243) = 8.96, p = .003).

As in Experiment 1, we again examined the relationship between agency and pay-
ment satisfaction, also shown in Table 5. A 2 (information condition) x 2 (agency
condition) ANOVA reveals no significant main effects or interactions between the
two factors on payment satisfaction (information (F(1,253) = 1.18,p = .28); agency
(F'(1,253) = 0.05, p = .83); interaction (F'(1,253) = 0.10,p = .75). No effects become
significant when all controls are added to the model (all p > .32); we also see no
significant effects of any controls.

Finally, we test for relationships between the experimental conditions and the an-
cillary battery of planned behavior and attitudinal measures. A 2 (information condi-
tion) x 2 (agency condition) ANOVA without controls reveals significant main effects
of agency (F(1,253) = 14.34,p = .0002) and information (F'(1,253) = 8.96,p = .003)
and a significant interaction of both factors (F'(1,253) = 4.65,p = .03). Planned

4The effect of agency remains significant when the interaction term is included in the model: (Wald
x? = 3.83,p = .05) but there is no main effect of information (Wald x? = 0.01,p = .91) or interaction
between the two factors (Wald x? = 0.00,p = .95)
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Table 4: Experiment 2 - Effect of Taxpayer Agency on Compliance

(1) (2)
Agency 0.895%** (.953%**
(0.32)  (0.34)

Information 0.015
(0.27)
Household Income 0.000
(0.00)
Filing status (single) -0.077
(0.55)
Filing status (married filing jointly) 0.301
(0.57)
Filing status (married filing separately) 0.088
(0.96)
Gender (male) 0.298
(0.28)
Age 0.024*
(0.01)
Filing process (by mail with tax preparer) 0.225
(0.57)
Filing process (by mail) -0.014
(0.51)
Filing process (electronically) 0.312
(0.33)
Filing process (don’t know) 22.52
(66270)
Paid tax last year (yes) -0.103
(0.66)
Paid tax last year (no) 0.022
(0.67)
Intercept 0.22 -1.14
(0.19)  (1.06)
Observations 257 252
Pseudo R? 0.02 0.08

Log Likelihood -173.94  -163.75

Standard errors in parentheses
D <01 ** p<05*p<0.01
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Table 5: Experiment 2 - Percent Compliance at Various Agency Percentages

No Agency Agency
Control  Info only 10% 25% 50% Aggregate
Without info  34.5% 52.9%* 58.8%**  47.2% 52.9%
With info 30.4% 56.7%**  63.9%*** 46.9% 56.1%
Overall 32.7% 54.7%**  61.4%**F*  47.1% 54.490%**

R p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 6: Experiment 2 Perceived Likelihood of Audit and Payment Satisfaction
Perceived Likelihood of Audit Payment Satisfaction

No information Information No information Information

No agency  2.03 (.97) 2.30 (1.15)  3.06 (1.76)  3.05 (1.66)
Agency 227 (121) 236 (1.21)  3.26 (1.98)  3.38 (1.58)

contrasts reveal that when information is provided, agency has a strong acceler-
ating effect on payment date, shifting it from approximately April 29th to March
8 (F(1,253) = 15.55,p = .0001). However, information can in fact create delay
when it is not accompanied by agency, shifting anticipated payment date from ap-
proximately March 15th to April 29th. Including all controls in the model, the
main effects remain significant (agency (F'(1,236) = 13.06,p = .0004), information
(F(1,236) = 6.78,p = .01) but the interaction of the two factors drops significance
(F(1,236) = 3.35,p = .07). With controls, while providing agency accelerates antici-
pated payment date to approximately March 5th as opposed to April 4th, providing
information creates a significant delay in anticipated payment date (from approxi-
mately April 5th, when no information is provided to March 18th, when information
is present.

To accommodate the different scales used in the attitudinal questions, all measures
were standardized. We then conducted a factor analysis using a varimax rotation on
these standardized measures. Items that loaded at .5 or above and showed no cross-
loadings were averaged to create indices for four factors: general anti-tax sentiment,
redistributive tax philosophy, prosocial engagement and trust in government. We then
conduct a 2 (information condition) x 2 (agency condition) ANOVA to predict each
index (Table 6). This analysis identifies a significant main effect of agency on anti-tax
sentiment (F'(1,253) = 4.39,p = .04). Contrast analyses further reveal that agency
plus information significantly lowered general anti-tax sentiment relative to both the in-
formation only and agency only conditions (M agencyplusinformation = —.16(SD =
12), Min formationonty = -28(SD = .88); F((1,253 = 6.44, p = .01; Mygencyonty = -06(SD =
76); F'(1,253) = 4.09,p = .04), and created a marginally significant decrease in anti-

18



tax sentiment relative to the control condition (no information, no agency) (Meontror =
10(SD = .69,p = .09). Agency, information and their interaction had no significant
effects on participants’ redistributive tax philosophy, prosocial engagement, or trust

in government.

Table 7: Experiment 2 Effects of Agency on Standardized Attitude Indices

Redistributive philosophy Prosocial engagement Trust in government Anti-tax sentiment

No info Info No info Info No info Info No info Info
No 1.19 1.48 -.15 -.10 .14 =17 10 (.69) .28
agency (.82) (.77) (1.01) (.86) (.99) (.91) (.88)
Agency 1.20 1.29 .08 -.009 -.01 .004 .06 (.76) -.16

(.77) (.81) (.81) (.75) (.91) (.90) (.72)

5 General Discussion

In two experiments, we show a robust effect of providing taxpayer agency on increas-
ing tax compliance. First, in an incentive-compatible laboratory setting, participants
allowed to express their preferences about where their tax dollars would be allocated
were less likely to underpay on their taxes. Second, in a more representative sample in
which participants completed a simulated federal income tax filing, those given agency
were less likely to state that they would take a questionable loophole. Experiment 1
suggests that the increased compliance due to agency arises in part due to a decrease
in decoupling between tax payments and benefits: those given agency reported seeing
more value in how their tax dollars would be used, and this increase in value mediated
the effect of agency on compliance. Importantly from both a conceptual and public
policy standpoint, Experiment 2 suggests that while agency alone can increase tax
compliance relative to a control condition that mirrors current taxpaying experiences,
information alone does not have the same effects.

In addition, we see no negative effects of agency on tax satisfaction in either ex-
periment. Relatedly, agency does not increase participants’ perceived audit likelihood.
As such, it appears that providing taxpayer agency may offer a means of encouraging
tax compliance using a positive incentive, in line with calls to reduce tax avoidance
without reliance on negative affect, fear, or threat (Smith and Stalans| 1991))

In our experiments, preferences were expressed but were not binding, suggesting
that the mere opportunity to express preferences changes their taxpaying experience.
This agency treatment differs from the binding voting behaviors examined in |Alm
et al.| (1993 [1999) and Lamberton| (ming)), providing initial evidence that the actual

reallocation of resources may not be necessary to observe changes in compliance. That
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is, our research suggests that the simple provision of voice may provide citizens with
a feeling of proxy agency (Bandura, |1986, [2000) and therefore, entice more compliant
behavior.

The magnitude of compliance shifts generated by taxpayer agency in both studies is
substantial and somewhat consistent. In both experiments, we observe approximately
a 16% increase in the proportion of participants who choose the more compliant option
offered, whether to pay their tax burden in-full or to reject a questionable loophole.
This effect occurs whether audit possibility is concrete and imminent, as in Experiment
1, or distant and uncertain, as in Experiment 2, and regardless of whether real money is
at stake, as in experiment 1, or in a realistic but hypothetical scenario, as in experiment
2. In addition, it appears that the effects of taxpayer agency persist above and beyond
differences in gender and age, as well as accounting for the effects of other behavioral
and demographic factors.

Simply providing expenditure information to taxpayers may lead to more informed
voting (Beckett and King, 2002), and has been proposed as a means of increasing
tax compliance. To the extent that information recouples payment and benefit, it is
possible that such positive effects will emerge. However, our data does not bode well
for such efforts. Specifically, our findings suggest that not only will information alone
likely fail to generate increased compliance, it may not generate ancillary benefits
created by taxpayer agency. First, results from experiment 1 suggest that taxpayer
agency'’s effects are in part driven by enhanced appreciation of the value of tax-funded
services. As such, it may be that successful recoupling of payment and benefit is in
fact contingent on agency — particularly if information does not align with taxpayers’
preferences. Misalignment between actual and preferred spending may explain the
delaying effect of information in the absence of agency, as seen in Experiment 2. Thus,
agency may be necessary to overcome potential misalignment and generate compliance.

Second, in experiment 2 we note that taxpayer agency lowered general anti-tax sen-
timent among participants. This effect is consistent with work arguing that enhanced
citizen engagement can reduce antigovernment sentiment (Ebdon and Franklin, 2006)),
but suggests that taxpayer agency’s effects may be localized to the domain in which
agency is provided. If agency can prompt broader acceptance of taxes, policymakers
may be able to both argue for and allocate new tax dollars in ways that enhance per-
ceived benefits among taxpayers. Such effects convert the tax payment experience from
a uni-directional, passive experience to a bi-directional “nudge”, whereby consumers
reward government for providing proxy agency while also actively communicating their
preferences. This nudge may also result in heightened civic engagement, as taxpayers
seek accountability from the individual chosen to represent them, that is, the individ-

uals with whom they anticipate their proxy agency should be influential (Robbins and
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Feldman, [2008).

These studies are not without limitations and their results should be considered
with caution until replicated in a large-scale field trial. Although tax compliance ex-
periments in the lab tend to be considered externally valid (Alm et al., 2011); their
translation to the field remains an important step in order to inform evidence-based
policy-making (Hallsworth et al.| [2014). Furthermore, as with any behavioral inter-
vention, the downstream outcomes and permanence of the effects we observe here are
important to consider. Part of agency’s effect may be determined by the extent to
which policymakers are responsive to the preferences expressed by taxpayers. In ex-
periment 1, and many community-based programs where new taxes are levied to fund
specific projects, taxpayer agency would not disturb a pre-existing spending plan.
Federal income taxes, however, are committed to a wide variety of non-discretionary
spending categories. Interestingly, we note that even were Experiment 2’s non-binding
allocations fully enacted by policymakers in the proportions assigned in the experi-
ment, many categories would experience little change. While military spending would
decrease substantially (from 24.9% to 18.8%) and education spending increase (from
3.6% to 18.2%) based on our sample’s responses, changes of less than 1% would be
seen in many other categories, such as international aid, immigration and law enforce-
ment, agriculture and natural disaster relief. Given that effects on compliance were
seen when agency was provided over as little as 10% of tax dollars and decay after
25% agency is provided, however, it would not be necessary to elicit preferences at the
aggregate level in our data, which included a sample who expressed agency over 50%
of their tax dollars. Thus, it may be possible for policymakers to acknowledge and
respond to non-binding preferences in many categories without disrupting the entire
Federal budget beyond the levels ordinarily seen due to changes in administrative or
political policy.

It is also possible that allowing citizens to express their tax preferences would in-
crease compliance in the first year of implementation, but such effects would wear off as
citizens became accustomed to their new tax form. Indeed, to the extent that voicing
preferences led citizens to expect government to respond rapidly to those preferences,
agency might actually lead to citizen dissatisfaction. Our results, however, suggest
that at least in the short term, offering citizens the chance to merely voice their tax
preferences can substantially impact tax compliance, raising the rate of compliance
approximately 16% (in Experiment 1) and decreasing tax evasion by approximately
15% (in Experiment 2). Further, if taxpayer agency offers a positive experience, it
may be less subject to adaptation than would agency over an equivalent purchase
(Van Boven, [2005)), particularly given the relatively long timeframe between tax pay-

ments. If agency experiences are even marginally positive and not dissatisfying, they
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may in fact gain value with time. Given the huge sums of money that governments
fail to collect in taxes — and given that the cost is merely small edits to existing tax
forms — taxpayer agency may transform the tax payment process to an experience

with fiscal, informational and social rewards for taxpayers and government alike.
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Online Appendix

“Eliciting taxpayer preferences increases tax compliance”

Cait Lamberton
Jan-Emmanuel De Neve
Michael Norton

Participant instructions for:

1. Experiment I: Lab study (tax compliance)

2. Experiment II: Online study (loophole take-up)
3. Pilot lab study (tax compliance)
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1. Participant instructions for Experiment I: Lab study (tax compliance)
Q15 Please enter your CLER ID.

Q1 If you participate in this task, you will have the opportunity to earn a $10 bonus. This money

will be in addition to your normal payment for participation.However, like most income earned in

the United States. you will need to pay a tax on this bonus money.Please click below to let us

know what you would like to do.

O | would like to complete the bonus task. | understand that the $10 | earn on this task will be
subject to a tax. (1)

O I would like to skip the bonus task. | understand that | will not earn any bonus money if | skip
this task. (2)

If | would like to skip the bo... Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey

Q2 Before you begin, you should know how much tax you have been assigned to pay.For the
amount of income you earn, you will pay 30% in taxes. So, you will take home $7.00 but pay
$3.00 in tax.This tax rate approximately represents the average amount of labor time that is
devoted to tax payment in the United States, according to an MSNBC report in April 2012.After
you complete the task and receive your payment, you will be able to put your tax payment in the
envelope on your desk. You will seal this envelope and give it to the experimenters. One in
every 8 participants' tax envelopes will be "audited." If you are audited and have not paid your
lab tax, you will pay the full $3.00 in lab tax plus an additional $2.00 in penalty fees.

Q3 In this task, we want you to tell us how much you like a series of pictures that may be used
in future research studies. Please look carefully at each picture and answer the question below

it.

Bonus Task

Q103 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

o o o o o o o o o

Q105 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

O o O O o O o o O

Q107 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.



Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

1) | 2@

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

1) | 2@

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

o o o o o o o o o

Q104 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

1) | 22 3@3) | 4(4) | 5(5)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

1) | 2@

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

o o o o o o o o o

Q108 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

1) | 2@ 3@3) | 4(4) | 5(5)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

Q110 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.



Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

Q112 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

1) | 2@ | 3@3) | 4@) | 505)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

O o O O o O o o O

Q114 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

1) | 2 | 3@3) | 4@ | 5(5)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

o o o o o o o o o

Q116 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

1) | 2@ | 3@3) | 4@ | 505)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

Q4 Congratulations! For completing this task, you have earned $10 in cash.You owe $3.00 of
this amount in tax. Please raise your hand to receive your $10.00.

Agency Condition Only sees Q5 and Q6

Q5 IMPORTANT: We will allow you to provide input into how your tax money is used. You will
be able to provide your thoughts about how tax money should best be used. The categories
you can select as your preferred expenditure of tax money will only benefit you indirectly, but
will benefit the broader community of individuals who participate in lab studies at Harvard. The
lab administrators may take your preferences into account as they determine what to do with the
lab tax money.

Q6 How would you like to advise the lab administrators to spend your $3.00 in tax money?
Beverages for study participants (1)
Snacks for study participants (2)
Enhanced incentives for future study participants (3)



Q7 Timing
First Click (1)
Last Click (2)
Page Submit (3)
Click Count (4)

Q8 Now we need you to decide how much of this tax to actually pay. Please remember that you
were assigned a 30% tax rate. This means that you should put $3.00 in your the envelope on
your desk. You may put more in the envelope if you wish.

Q9 However, you may also decide to put LESS money than this in the envelope on your desk.
Recall that at the end of the session, an experimenter will collect all the envelopes and will
"audit" 1 in every 8 envelopes. If you are audited and the experimenter finds less than $3.00 in
your envelope, you will have to pay the full $3.00 plus an additional $2.00 penalty.

Q10 If you are NOT audited, your envelope will not be opened while you are here. You will
simply leave with whatever money you did not put in the envelope.So, if you chose not to put
any money in the envelope and you are not audited, you will walk out with $10.00 in bonus
money, in addition to your standard payment for the session.

Q11 Please put as much tax as you would like to pay in the envelope right now. When you have
done this, please click to continue.



Q12 Mark the dot that represents your feelings right now.

1) 2) | 3@ | 4@

| am very
unlikely to
be
audited.:l
am very
likely to be
audited.
(1)
| do not
value the
way my
lab taxes
will be
used.:| O ©) O @) O ©) @)
value the
way my
lab taxes
will be
used. (2)

| feel
dissatisfied
with
paying the
tax.:l feel Q Q Q Q Q Q Q
satisfied
with
paying the
tax. (3)

Q13 Thank you for completing this task! Please take your envelope up to the experimenter
when you check out of the session.



2. Participant instructions for Experiment Il: Online study (loophole take-up)

Q1 In this survey, we will ask you about federal income taxes. Please read every question
carefully and answer as honestly as possible. There are no right or wrong answers.Note: all
information is completely confidential. We will not connect your responses to you in any way or
share this information with anyone. We will ask you to share some income information with us.
For the sake of this survey, this information is required. If you are uncomfortable providing this
information, please close the HIT now and watch for another opportunity.

Q2 Under what status do you generally file your taxes?

Single (1)

Married filing jointly (2)

Married filing separately (3)

Head of Household: You can claim the Head of Household (HOH) filing status on your tax
return if you are unmarried, have cared for a dependent for over half the year, and paid
more than half the cost of maintaining a home. (4)

O Qualifying Widow/Widower (5)

00O

Q3 What is the approximate gross income that you will report on your taxes? If you file jointly,
this should include the total for your household, not only your personal income. If you file singly,
this should simply be your personal gross income. Please enter only a number. For example, if
you expect to report $28,000 in income, please type 28,000.

Q4 What is your personal annual income? (if you file singly, this would be the same number you
reported above.)

Q5 What is your household annual income? (if you file jointly, this would be the same number
you reported above.)

Q6 How many dependents do you claim on your taxes?

Q7 What is your gender?
O Male (1)
O Female (2)

Q8 What is your age?

Q9 How do you usually file your taxes?

| or someone in my household files them electronically (1)
| file electronically with the help of a tax preparer (2)

| or someone in my household files them by mail (3)

| file by mail with the help of a tax preparer (4)

Other (5)

0000



Q10 Did you have to pay any income tax last year? (Not just at tax time, but over the course of
the entire year.)

O Yes (1)

O No (2)

O Idon't know. (3)

Q11 Below, please take a look at the way that your tax dollars are spent. This information is
taken from the White House's tax receipt website, available online at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/2011-taxreceipt. You will see a breakdown of the different expenses
in each of 13 categories, and the percent of tax dollars that go toward that category. When
categories contain multiple types of items, they are explained. On the next page you will see
this information in a pie chart. Please take a look at the way that your tax dollars are spent. On
the next page you will see this information in a pie chart. Please look at each for as long as you
need to in order to feel you understand the information.

Q12 National Defense: Military personnel salaries and benefits; Ongoing operations, equipment
and supplies; Research, development, weapons and construction; Atomic energy defense
activities; Defense-related FBI activities and additional national defense 24.9% Health Care:
Medicaid and Children's Health Insurance Program; Medicare physician, prescription drug, and
other payments; Health research and food safety; Disease control and public health services;
COBRA tax credit and additional health care activities 23.7% Job and Family Security:
Unemployment insurance; Food and nutrition assistance; Housing assistance; Earned income,
Making Work Pay, and child tax credits; Supplemental Security Income; Federal military and
civilian employee retirement and disability; Child care, foster care, and adoption support;
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families; Railroad retirement and additional income security
19.1% Education and Job Training: Elementary, secondary, and vocational education; Student
financial aid for college; Job training and employment services; Employment training for people
with disabilities and additional education and job services 3.6% Veterans' Benefits: Income and
housing support; Health care; Education, training, and additional veterans benefits 4.5%
Natural Resources, Energy and the Environment: Water and land management; Energy supply
and conservation; Environmental protection and other energy and natural resources 2.0%
Science, Space and Technology Programs: NASA; National Science Foundation and additional
science research and laboratories 1.0% Immigration, Law Enforcement and Administration of
Justice 2.0%Agriculture 0.7% Responses to Natural Disasters 0.4% Additional Government
Programs 7.9% International Affairs: Development and humanitarian assistance; Security
assistance; Foreign affairs, embassies, and additional international affairs 1.6%Net Interest
8.1%

Q13 Timing
First Click (1)
Last Click (2)
Page Submit (3)
Click Count (4)



Q14 Here is the same information in a pie chart. Again, the percentages refer to the amount of
tax dollars that are spent on each category.

Additional Government Net Interest, 8.1%
Programs, 7.9%

Responsesto Natural
Disasters, 0.4%

International Affairs, 1.6%

Agriculture, 0.7% National Defense, 24.9%

Immigration, Law
Enforcementand
Administration of Justice,
2.0%
Science, Space and
Technology Programs,
1.0%

Natural Resources, Energy
and the Environment,
2.0%

Veterans' Benefits, 4.5% Health Care, 23.7%

Education and Job
Training, 3.6%

Job and Family Security,
19.1%

Q15 Timing
First Click (1)
Last Click (2)
Page Submit (3)
Click Count (4)



No agency condition only sees Q16

Q16 We will now ask you a few questions about paying your income taxes. As you answer
these questions, it is very important that you are as honest as possible; remember that no
identifying information is collected and we will not share your individual responses with anyway.
We just want to understand peoples&#39; thoughts and feelings about taxes.

10% agency conditions sees Q17 and Q18.



Q17 We will now ask you to imagine that your tax payment process were changed in a specific
way. Please read very carefully and try to imagine how you would think and feel if you had the
opportunity described.

Q18 Imagine that you are told that you can provide input about how 10% of your tax payment
would be spent across categories used by the Federal government. The government would
take your opinion into account for this portion of your tax dollars. Below, please provide the
allocations you would advise for 10% of your income tax dollars. Note: Please make sure your
responses equal 100%. A running total is shown at the bottom of the category list. Also, note
that the CURRENT spending percentage in each category is displayed.

National Defense (currently 24.9%): Military personnel salaries and benefits; Ongoing
operations, equipment and supplies; Research, development, weapons and construction;
Atomic energy defense activities; Defense-related FBI activities and additional national defense
(1)

Health Care (currently 23.7%): Medicaid and Children&#39;s Health Insurance
Program; Medicare physician, prescription drug, and other payments; Health research and food
safety; Disease control and public health services; COBRA tax credit and additional health care
activities (2)

Job and Family Security (currently 19.1%): Unemployment insurance; Food and
nutrition assistance; Housing assistance; Earned income, Making Work Pay, and child tax
credits; Supplemental Security Income; Federal military and civilian employee retirement and
disability; Child care, foster care, and adoption support; Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families; Railroad retirement and additional income security (3)

Education and Job Training (currently 3.6%): Elementary, secondary, and vocational
education; Student financial aid for college; Job training and employment services; Employment
training for people with disabilities and additional education and job services (4)

Veterans&#39; Benefits (currently 4.5%): Income and housing support; Health care;
Education, training, and additional veterans benefits (5)

Natural Resources, Energy and the Environment (currently 2.0%): Water and land
management; Energy supply and conservation; Environmental protection and other energy and
natural resources (6)

Science, Space and Technology Programs (currently 1.0%): NASA; National Science
Foundation and additional science research and laboratories (7)

Immigration, Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice (currently 2.0%) (8)

Agriculture (currently .7%) (9)

Responses to Natural Disasters (currently .4%) (10)

Additional Government Programs (currently 7.9%) (11)

International Affairs (currently 1.6%): Development and humanitarian assistance;
Security assistance; Foreign affairs, embassies, and additional international affairs (12)

Net Interest (currently 8.1%) (13)



Q19 Timing
First Click (1)
Last Click (2)
Page Submit (3)
Click Count (4)

25% Agency sees Q20 and Q21

Q20 We will now ask you to imagine that your tax payment process were changed in a specific
way. Please read very carefully and try to imagine how you would think and feel if you had the
opportunity described.

Q21 Imagine that you are told that you can provide input about how 25% of your tax payment
would be spent across categories used by the Federal government. The government would
take your opinion into account for this portion of your tax dollars. Below, please provide the
allocations you would advise for 25% of your income tax dollars. Note: Please make sure your
responses equal 100%. A running total is shown at the bottom of the category list. Also, note
that the CURRENT spending percentage in each category is displayed.



National Defense (currently 24.9%): Military personnel salaries and benefits; Ongoing
operations, equipment and supplies; Research, development, weapons and construction;
Atomic energy defense activities; Defense-related FBI activities and additional national defense
(1)

Health Care (currently 23.7%): Medicaid and Children&#39;s Health Insurance
Program; Medicare physician, prescription drug, and other payments; Health research and food
safety; Disease control and public health services; COBRA tax credit and additional health care
activities (2)

Job and Family Security (currently 19.1%): Unemployment insurance; Food and
nutrition assistance; Housing assistance; Earned income, Making Work Pay, and child tax
credits; Supplemental Security Income; Federal military and civilian employee retirement and
disability; Child care, foster care, and adoption support; Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families; Railroad retirement and additional income security (3)

Education and Job Training (currently 3.6%): Elementary, secondary, and vocational
education; Student financial aid for college; Job training and employment services; Employment
training for people with disabilities and additional education and job services (4)

Veterans&#39; Benefits (currently 4.5%): Income and housing support; Health care;
Education, training, and additional veterans benefits (5)

Natural Resources, Energy and the Environment (currently 2.0%): Water and land
management; Energy supply and conservation; Environmental protection and other energy and
natural resources (6)

Science, Space and Technology Programs (currently 1.0%): NASA; National Science
Foundation and additional science research and laboratories (7)

Immigration, Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice (currently 2.0%) (8)

Agriculture (currently .7%) (9)

Responses to Natural Disasters (currently .4%) (10)

Additional Government Programs (currently 7.9%) (11)

International Affairs (currently 1.6%): Development and humanitarian assistance;
Security assistance; Foreign affairs, embassies, and additional international affairs (12)

Net Interest (currently 8.1%) (13)

Q22 Timing
First Click (1)
Last Click (2)
Page Submit (3)
Click Count (4)

50% Agency condition sees Q23 and Q24

Q23 We will now ask you to imagine that your tax payment process were changed in a specific
way. Please read very carefully and try to imagine how you would think and feel if you had the
opportunity described.

Q24 Imagine that you are told that you can provide input about how 50% of your tax payment
would be spent across categories used by the Federal government. The government would



take your opinion into account for this portion of your tax dollars. Below, please provide the
allocations you would advise for 50% of your income tax dollars. Note: Please make sure your
responses equal 100%. A running total is shown at the bottom of the category list. Also, note
that the CURRENT spending percentage in each category is displayed.

National Defense (currently 24.9%): Military personnel salaries and benefits; Ongoing
operations, equipment and supplies; Research, development, weapons and construction;
Atomic energy defense activities; Defense-related FBI activities and additional national defense
(1)

Health Care (currently 23.7%): Medicaid and Children&#39;s Health Insurance
Program; Medicare physician, prescription drug, and other payments; Health research and food
safety; Disease control and public health services; COBRA tax credit and additional health care
activities (2)

Job and Family Security (currently 19.1%): Unemployment insurance; Food and
nutrition assistance; Housing assistance; Earned income, Making Work Pay, and child tax
credits; Supplemental Security Income; Federal military and civilian employee retirement and
disability; Child care, foster care, and adoption support; Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families; Railroad retirement and additional income security (3)

Education and Job Training (currently 3.6%): Elementary, secondary, and vocational
education; Student financial aid for college; Job training and employment services; Employment
training for people with disabilities and additional education and job services (4)

Veterans&#39; Benefits (currently 4.5%): Income and housing support; Health care;
Education, training, and additional veterans benefits (5)

Natural Resources, Energy and the Environment (currently 2.0%): Water and land
management; Energy supply and conservation; Environmental protection and other energy and
natural resources (6)

Science, Space and Technology Programs (currently 1.0%): NASA; National Science
Foundation and additional science research and laboratories (7)

Immigration, Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice (currently 2.0%) (8)

Agriculture (currently .7%) (9)

Responses to Natural Disasters (currently .4%) (10)

Additional Government Programs (currently 7.9%) (11)

International Affairs (currently 1.6%): Development and humanitarian assistance;
Security assistance; Foreign affairs, embassies, and additional international affairs (12)

Net Interest (currently 8.1%) (13)

Q25 Timing
First Click (1)
Last Click (2)
Page Submit (3)
Click Count (4)

All participants see following questions.



Q26 Imagine that you were aware of a tax loophole that would enable you to avoid paying 10%
of your income tax bill. However, you aren't sure you really qualify. Would you take the tax
loophole to lower your tax bill?

o
O

Yes (1)
No (2)

Q27 Taxes are due on April 15 of each year. On what date do you intend to pay your taxes?
Please first select the month in which you would pay. Then enter a number for the date.

O ONONCNONCNONONONONORONCNG)

January (Three months early) (1)
February (Two months early) (2)
March (One month early (3)

April (the month taxes are due) (4)
May (One month late) (5)

June (Two months late) (6)

July (Three months late) (7)
August (Four months late) (8)
September (Five months late) (9)
August (Six months late) (10)
September (Seven months late) (11)
October (Eight months late) (12)
November (Nine months late) (13)
December (Ten months late) (14)

Q28 On what day of this month would you pay? Please enter a number below.

Q29 How likely do you think it is that you will be audited by the IRS?

C00000O0

Very Unlikely (1)
Unlikely (2)
Somewhat Unlikely (3)
Undecided (4)
Somewhat Likely (5)
Likely (6)

Very Likely (7)

Q30 What percentage of your income tax bill would you LIKE to be able to allocate to categories
you prefer?



90% (10)
100% (11)

ONONONONONONONONONONG)
[6)]
o
2
D

Q31 How difficult was it to decide where tax dollars should be allocated?
Very Difficult (1)

Difficult (2)

Somewhat Difficult (3)

Neutral (4)

Somewhat Easy (5)

Easy (6)

Very Easy (7)

000000

Q32 To what extent would you trust your fellow taxpayers to make good allocations?
Notatall -1 (1)

2(2)

3(3)

4 (4)

5 (5)

6 (6)

Very much - 7 (7)

000000



Q33 To what extent would you trust the government to make good allocations?
Notatall -1 (1)
2(2)

(ONONONONONONG)
I
&

Q34 As you answer the following questions, please keep in mind the information you just saw.
Assuming you found that you had to make a tax payment, how likely would you be to pay your
tax bill in full?

Very Unlikely (1)

Unlikely (2)

Somewhat Unlikely (3)

Undecided (4)

Somewhat Likely (5)

Likely (6)

Very Likely (7)

C00000O0

Q35 What percent of your tax bill are you certain you would pay? Please enter a whole number
between 0 and 100.



Q36 Imagine that you were aware of a tax loophole that would enable you to avoid paying 10%
of your income tax bill. However, you aren't sure you really qualify. Would you take the tax
loophole to lower your tax bill?

O Yes (1)

O No (2)

Q37 How likely would you be to take the loophole to lower your tax bill?
Very Unlikely (1)

Unlikely (2)

Somewhat Unlikely (3)

Undecided (4)

Somewhat Likely (5)

Likely (6)

Very Likely (7)

000000

Q38 Taxes are due on April 15 of each year. On what date do you intend to pay your taxes?
Please first select the month in which you would pay. Then enter a number for the date.
January (Three months early) (1)

February (Two months early) (2)

March (One month early (3)

April (the month taxes are due) (4)

May (One month late) (5)

June (Two months late) (6)

July (Three months late) (7)

August (Four months late) (8)

September (Five months late) (9)

August (Six months late) (10)

September (Seven months late) (11)

October (Eight months late) (12)

November (Nine months late) (13)

December (Ten months late) (14)

(ONONONONONCHCNCNONONONONONG,

Q39 On what day of this month would you pay? Please enter a number below.

Q40 How likely do you think it is that you will be audited by the IRS?
Very Unlikely (1)

Unlikely (2)

Somewhat Unlikely (3)

Undecided (4)

Somewhat Likely (5)

Likely (6)

Very Likely (7)

000000



Q41 Imagine that you were given the opportunity to personally allocate a portion of your tax
dollars across the spending categories you saw. The government would then use this
information in determining the budget. What percentage of your income tax bill would you LIKE
to be able to allocate to categories you prefer?

(ONONOCNONCNONCONONONONG,
o
o
X

Q42 How difficult would it be for you to decide where tax dollars should be allocated?
Very Difficult (1)

Difficult (2)

Somewhat Difficult (3)

Neutral (4)

Somewhat Easy (5)

Easy (6)

Very Easy (7)

C0O0000O0

Q43 To what extent would you trust your fellow taxpayers to make good allocations?
Notatall -1 (1)

2(2)

3(3)

4 (4)

5 (5)

6 (6)

Very much - 7 (7)

C00000O0

Q44 To what extent would you trust the government to make good allocations?
Notatall -1 (1)

2(2)

3(3)

4 (4)

5 (5)

6 (6)

Very much - 7 (7)

000000



Q45 Mark the dot that represents your feelings right now.

1) 2@ | 3@ | 4@ |

| don'[t think
government
will take my
opinion into
account:|
think
government
will take my
opinion into
account (1)

| feel like a
bad
person.:l
feel like a
good
person. (2)

| distrust the
system.:l
trust the

system. (3)

| felt the
amount of
tax | am
asked to
pay is
UNFAIR.:I
felt the
amount of
tax | am
asked to
pay is FAIR.
(4)
| think most
people pay
LESS tax
than | do:l
think most
people pay
MORE tax
than | do (5)

| feel like |
am very
SIMILAR to
most other
taxpayers.:|
feel that |




am very

DIFFERENT
from most
other
taxpayers
(6)
| do not
value the
way my
taxes will be
used.:l Q
value the
way my
taxes will be
used. (7)

| feel like |
have very
little
freedom in
paying my
taxes.:| feel Q
like | have a
lot of
freedom in
paying my
taxes (8)
| feel
dissatisfied
with paying
taxes.:| feel O O Q Q
satisfied
with paying
taxes. (9)
| did not
take this
task
seriously:l
took this Q Q Q
task
seriously
(10)

Q46 | believe the way my income taxes are spent will benefit ME, personally.



Strongly Disagree (1)
Disagree (2)

Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)
Agree (4)

Strongly Agree (5)

0000

Q47 | believe the way my income taxes will be spent will benefit OTHER PEOPLE, but NOT me.
Strongly Disagree (1)

Disagree (2)

Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Strongly Agree (5)

0000

Q48 | am satisfied with my experience in this experiment.
Strongly Disagree (1)

Disagree (2)

Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Strongly Agree (5)

0000

Q49 | am interested in volunteering for charitable causes at some point in the next 6 months.
Strongly disagree (1)

Disagree (2)

Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Strongly Agree (5)

0000

Q50 | care a great deal about my community
Strongly disagree (1)

Disagree (2)

Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Strongly Agree (5)

0000

Q51 | feel very connected to the people around me.
Strongly disagree (1)

Disagree (2)

Neither Agree nor Disagree (3)

Agree (4)

Strongly Agree (5)

0000



Q52 Now please think about the information you saw about ACTUAL CURRENT use of tax
dollars. You saw this information both in a list and as a pie chart, earlier in the survey. As a
reminder, here's the pie chart.

Responsesto Natural Additional Government Net Interest, 8.1%
Disasters, 0.4% Programs, 7.9%

International Affairs, 1.6%

Agriculture, 0.7% National Defense, 24.9%

Immigration, Law
Enforcementand
Administration of Justice,
2.0%

Science, Space and

Technology Programs,
1.0%

Natural Resources, Energy
and the Environment,
2.0%

Veterans' Benefits, 4.5% Health Care, 23.7%

Education and Job
Training, 3.6%

Job and Family Security,
19.1%

Q53 How well do you understand how your tax dollars are spent?
Not at all (1) (1)

CO0000O0
o

Q54 To what extent do you disagree or agree with how your tax dollars are currently spent?
Strongly disagree - | would make major changes (1) (1)

(2) (2)
(3) (3)
(4) (4)
(5) (3)
(6) (6)
Strongly agree - | wouldn't change anything (7) (7)

(O ONCNCNCRONG,



Q55 How much do you trust the government to spend your tax dollars in ways that are
appropriate for the country?

Not at all (1) (1)

(2) (2)
(3) (3)

(4) (4)

(5) (5)

(6) (6)

Very much (7) (7)

(O ONCNCNCNONG,

Q56 With what political label below do you most strongly identify?
Conservative Republican (1)

Moderate Republican (2)

Liberal Republican (3)

Moderate (4)

Conservative Democrat (5)

Moderate Democrat (6)

Liberal Democrat (7)

Green Party (8)

Libertarian (9)

Independent - Undecided about which party | agree with (10)
Independent - Do not agree with any political party (11)
Other (12)

o
o
o
o
O
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Q57 How do you feel about the following statements? Read each one carefully and tell us what
you think.

Strongly Disagree (2) | Neither Agree Strongly
Disagree (1) nor Disagree Agree (5)
(3)
I am my
brother's o ©] ©] o ©)
keeper. (1)

The economy
cannot grow
unless taxes

are cut. (2)

People will
work harder if
their taxes
are cut. (3)

Tax cuts for
the rich trickle
down to O O O O O
everyone
else. (4)




Tax cuts for
the rich
ultimately
benefit the
middle class.
()
Income taxes
in the US
should be
about the
same as in
other
developed
nations. (6)

No one
should have
to pay
income taxes
in the US. (7)

| would be
comfortable
with higher
national debt
if my taxes
were cut. (8)

We have a
moral
responsibility
to make sure
the poor can
meet their
basic needs.
9)
Government
should
redistribute
wealth by
heavy taxes
on the rich.
(10)

The poor are
responsible
for improving
their own
standard of
living. (11)

Peoples'
standard of




living is
primarily a
result of their
own personal
choices. (12)

Individuals
with more
resources are
responsible
for helping O ©) ©) ©) ©)
the poor to
improve their
standard of
living. (14)

Peoples'
standard of
living is

primarily a
result of the Q Q Q Q Q
environment
they are born
into. (15)

Q58 Are you a US citizen?
O Yes (1)
O No (2)

Q59 Is English the primary language you speak in your home?
O Yes (1)
O No (2)

Q60 Are you registered to vote in US elections?
O Yes(1)
O No (2)

Q61 What are your thoughts on taxes? Please write as much or as little as you like; we are
interested in any thoughts you have to share.

Q62 Thank you very much for your participation! Please enter your completion code in the
MTurk box to receive payment: HX2201.




3. Participant instructions for pilot lab study (tax compliance)
Q1 Please enter your computer number in the space below.
Q2 Please enter the current time in the space below.

Q3 If you participate in this task, you will have the opportunity to earn a $10 bonus. However,

like most income earned in the United States. You will need to pay a tax on this bonus

money.Please click below to let us know what you would like to do.

O | would like to complete the bonus task. | understand that the $10 | earn on this task will be
subject to a tax. (1)

O | would like to skip the bonus task. | understand that | will not earn any bonus money if | skip
this task. (2)

If I would like to skip the bo... Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey

Q4 Before you begin, you should know how much tax you have been assigned to pay.For the
amount of income you earn, you will pay 30% in taxes. So, you will leave with $7.00 but pay
$3.00 in tax.This tax rate approximately represents the average amount of labor time that is
devoted to tax payment in the United States, according to an MSNBC report in April 2012.

Q5 You will be asked to put your tax payment in the envelope on your desk and bring it to the
experimenters.1 in every 8 participants' envelopes will be randomly selected to be "audited." If
you are audited, the lab administrator will check to see if you have put $3.00 (the right tax
amount) in the envelope. If you are audited and have not put in $3.00, you will have to pay the
$3.00 plus another $2.00 as a penalty.If you are not audited, no one will check whether you put
money in the envelope.

Q6 Timing
First Click (1)
Last Click (2)
Page Submit (3)
Click Count (4)

Q7 When you are ready to complete the bonus task, please click below to continue.



Q8 In this task, we want you to tell us how much you like a series of pictures that may be used
in future research studies. Please look carefully at each picture and answer the question below
it.

Q103 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

L 1(1) | 2@  3@3) | 4(4) | 5(5)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

o o o o o o o o o

Q105 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

1) | 2@ 3@3) | 4(4) | 5(5)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

1) | 2@

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

o o o o o o o o o

Q100 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

L 1(1) | 2 3@3) | 4(4) | 5(5)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

o o o o o o o o O

Q104 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

1) | 22 | 3@3) | 4@) | 505)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

Q106 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.



Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

1) | 2@

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

1) | 2@

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

o o o o o o o o o

Q112 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

1) | 22 3@3) | 4(4) | 5(5)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

1) | 2@

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

o o o o o o o o o

Q116 Please indicate how much you enjoy the above picture.

1) | 2@ 3@3) | 4(4) | 5(5)

Not At
All:Very
Much

(1)

Q11 Congratulations! For completing this task, you have earned $10 in cash. You will pay $3.00
of this amount in tax. Please raise your hand to receive your $10.00.



Agency condition only sees Q12 and Q13

Q12 IMPORTANT: We will allow you to provide INPUT into how your lab tax money is used.
You will be able to provide your thoughts about how tax money should best be used. The lab
administrators may take your preferences into account as they determine what to do with the lab
tax money.

Q13 allocation How would you like to advise the lab administrators to spend your tax money?
Please provide your input based on the percentage of your tax money you'd like spent on each
item below. You will not be able to continue until you have told us how you would like 100% of
your tax money spent.

Buy beverages for future study participants (1)

Buy snacks for future study participants (2)

Create enhanced monetary incentives for future study participants (3)

Give to the CBA Advising Office for purchase of a printer to be available to students (4)

Put in a fund to be divided among student organizations at the College of Business
Administration (5)

Use to buy additional lab supplies (paper, pens, software licenses) (6)

Q14 Timing
First Click (1)
Last Click (2)
Page Submit (3)
Click Count (4)

All participants see Q15 and following

Q15 Now we need you to decide how much of this tax to actually pay. Please remember that
you were assigned a 30% tax rate. This means that you should put $3.00 in your the envelope
on your desk. You may put more in the envelope if you wish.

Q16 However, you may also decide to put less money than this in the envelope on your desk.
You will take your envelope to the experimenter at the front of the room in a minute. She will
"audit" 1 in every 8 envelopes. If you are audited and the experimenter finds less than $3.00 in
your envelope, you will have to pay the full $3.00 plus an additional $2.00 penalty. You will still
leave with $5.00 in bonus money, in addition to your standard payment for the session.

Q17 If you are NOT audited, your envelope will not be opened while you are here. You will
simply leave with whatever money you did not put in the envelope.

Q18 Please put as much tax as you would like to pay in the envelope right now. Please seal the
envelope and leave it on your desk. The experimenter will pick it up later.When you have done

this, click below to continue.

Q19 What is your gender?



O Male (1)
O Female (2)

Q20 What is your age? Please enter only a whole number.

Q21 Are you a member of any student organizations sponsored by the College of Business
Administration?

O Yes (1)

O No (2)

Q22 Have you ever filed a Federal income tax form?
O Yes (1)
O No (2)

Q23 How many more lab sessions do you anticipate you'll participate in this semester?
O None (1)

QO 1(2)

O 2@

O 3(@4)

Q24 Would you like to sign up to participate in online experiments in the future?
O Yes (1)
O No (2)

Q25 Are you currently participating:
O To fulfill a course requirement (1)

O For course extra credit (2)

Q26 Thank you very much for your participation! You will now continue to the next task.
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