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Setting

Learn more!
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Puzzle. People share fundamental values, but
diverge in policy opinions and voting.

% Support. Sources: 2021 American Values Survey, 2023 AP-NORC poll, 2019 Welfare Work Wealth Survey.

Game. N voters choose tax τ to fund public goods
g(τ,ω) and redistribution. At t=0, i gets initial
income ωi. At t = 1, voters engage in communica-
tion. At t = 2, τ is decided by Random Dictator,
P (τ = τi) = 1

N , and i gets payoff πi(ωi, τ ).
Communication. Open forum, message cost c.

VS

Communication about 2024 Beverage Tax Ballot Measure.

Contributions

Political Persuasion.

Information!
Framing and
Priming!

Economics VS Political Science
(Kamenica, 2019) (Druckman, 2022)

We bridge this gap!
Social preferences.

Efficiency Inequality
Aversion Fairness

(Charness & Rabin, 2002)
(Fehr & Schmidt, 1999)

(Alesina & Angeletos, 2005)

We incorporate and test them!

Model: Social Preferences
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Efficiency Fairness Inequality Aversion

Result 1 (Propositions 2a-2c)

Socially-oriented (λ∗
i > 0) agent would deviate from selfish τ̂ (ωi) to τ ∗

i : τ ∗
i ̸= arg maxτ∈T{πi(τ )}, iff
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i >
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Model: Communication

mE

Get free lunch 
and nothing else!

mF

Veil of ignorance
demands fair τ !

mI

Democracy
means equality!

Prevalent message M = maj{mi} shapes social preferences ∀i : mi ̸= M .

Result 2 (Proposition 4)

For small (c̃ < min{ωi}) but significant (c̃ ≫ 0) cost, there exists SPNE (m∗
i , τ ∗

i ) such that:
1 Poor agents (P ) do not send any messages. Rich agents (R) send efficiency-promoting messages.
P shift their strategy from τ̂p to τ ∗

p , while R continue playing τ̂r.
2 Resulting payoff distribution is more unequal than in no communication.

Model: Inequality

Rich use messages to shape social preferences of others to reinforce inequality.
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Free Talk

No Talk

Rich Talk
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Experiment: Hypotheses

Hypotheses 1. Uninformative messages are per-
suasive by shaping social preferences.
Hypotheses 2. Costly communication ensures a
better outcome for the wealthier group.
Hypotheses 3. Disclosure can mitigate the effects
of unequal access to messaging.
• Treatment 1. Message cost (0 and c vs. ∞)
• Treatment 2. Initial Income (Random vs. Effort)
• Treatment 3. Sender Income (Revealed vs.

Hidden)

Experiment: Procedures

t

Repeated
I.Setup
- Instructions
- Comprehension II.Chat

Revealed
vs. Hidden III.Voting

Earnings

Exit
survey

Effort
task

Random
vs.

Effort

Cost
(0, C, ∞)

Figure: Session Structure and Timing

Figure: Voting Interface

Future: feedback needed!

IRB Budget Programming Pilot

Share your thoughts on...
• External validity:

Rational Inattention or Preference Discovery;
Message Aggregation and norms.

• Field Applications:
Political communication and unequal outcomes;
NLP and classification.

• Social Preference Drama in AER 96(5)
Functional forms; Fundamental vs. Applied.
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