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Introduction: Choice Difficulty, Information Effects and Policy Questions
In Chapter 3, I demonstrated that the presence of a third candidate gives additional information to the voter that affects how he or she perceives the other candidates. In Chapter 4, I showed how respondents who found the choice to be difficult became more likely to vote for the moderate candidate. In this chapter, I further explore both information effects and choice difficulty by examining menu-dependent behavior over policy questions in two experiments implemented in the spring of 2003. I use data from these experiments to a) gain a better understanding of what causes political decisions to be difficult and for whom, and b) test what happens to the choice process when a change in the choice set gives the respondent more information about her options.
Scholars of consumer behavior found that people who find that a decision, or the process of making a decision, is difficult, will take steps to reduce the amount of difficulty associated with the choice. These decision-makers become more likely to choose options that make the decision easier to justify  QUOTE "{Simonson 1989 #1800}" 
{Simonson 1989 #1800}
 or reduce the level of anxiety associated with the choice  QUOTE "{Pettibone & Wedell 2000 #1870}" 
{Pettibone & Wedell 2000 #1870}
. These options include alternatives that dominate another alternative in the choice (asymmetric dominance), that appear as compromises and minimize difficult trade-offs (compromise effect), or those options whose attributes attracts decision makers to similar alternatives (attraction effect). As a result, the decision is not invariant when the choice set or the framing of the choice problem changes.
Rational choice models of political opinion emphasize choice invariance despite variations in the size of the choice set or the framing of the choice problem. When enlarging the choice set, the new alternatives should either attract decision-makers proportionately from each of the original options  QUOTE "{Luce 1959 #4580}" 
{Luce 1959 #4580}
, or substitute for a similar option  QUOTE "{McFadden 1974 #4590}" 
{McFadden 1974 #4590}
. Affective responses to the choice problem do not play a role in the decision-making process. As long as the citizens’ underlying beliefs do not change, they should consistently choose the same alternative on opinion surveys. When responses are observed to be inconsistent, it is a problem of the survey mechanism and there exists a body of literature that considers the sources of random variation in survey responses.

I posed five policy questions to subjects in each experiment. I varied the number of answers that each respondent could choose from for each question. After each question, I asked the respondent to indicate how difficult they found the choice. By comparing the average level of difficulty when there are fewer alternatives to the average level of difficulty when there are more options, I can test whether expanding the choice set makes the choice more difficult. This is important because in Chapter 4, I demonstrated how choice difficulty shapes choice over candidates in multi-candidate elections. When enlarging the choice set, some of the options I included were intended to trigger a compromise effect, asymmetric dominance. These options, because they facilitate the decision-making process, should make the decision less difficult compared to decisions made when the set is missing these alternatives. 
On some questions, I enlarged the choice set by dividing a broad or vague policy option into two or more specific policy proposals. For example, some respondents could choose, “Lengthen jail time to keep criminals off the street.” Other respondents chose between longer mandatory jail sentences and making repeat offenders ineligible for parole. According to McFadden  QUOTE "{McFadden 1974 #4590 /d}" 
{McFadden 1974 #4590 /d}
 and Luce  QUOTE "{Luce 1959 #4580 /d}" 
{Luce 1959 #4580 /d}
, the substitution of the specific proposals should not cause these proposals to be more likely to be selected than the broad category. However, I expect that the new information provided by the specific proposals will enable the proposals to jointly attract more supporters than the broad category. I can test whether the specific proposals are jointly more attractive than the broad category by comparing the number of respondents to the specific proposals to the broad category. The effect of the specific proposals on choice difficulty can also be observed between subjects. Since choice difficulty should not decrease, the menu-dependent behavior will be attributed to the new information provided by the specific proposals rather than the broad category. I call this phenomenon the “sub-category” effect.
Unlike electoral choices, which are collective decisions over collective goods, these policy choices in the electorate are private even though they are over collective goods. Indirectly, opinion over policies should be linked to candidate choice. These same choices must be made by voters evaluating the competing stances of candidates if each policy proposal is made by a different candidate.

If these policy alternatives echo the policy stances of candidates, testing the effect of providing specific policy proposals will help scholars understand multi-candidate dynamics because an important strategic decision for candidates is how specific, vague or ambiguous they should be when communicating their positions. Equivocation, ambiguity and vagueness are all strategies that, on occasion, can prove to be valuable because the candidate can appear to be different things to different people. On the other hand, such a strategy can backfire, as the candidate may appear untrustworthy or pandering. Being specific about a policy could, as might have been the case in the school experiment, give people the impression that the candidate is knowledgeable or innovative. 
Research Design

A. Description of Experiment

By using policy opinion questions, expectations of what other people want or desire are not relevant. I can focus on choice difficulty and the information effect without worrying that any tendency to select an option is driven by strategic considerations. Other than being private choices, these experiments matched the choice task that the candidate experiments asked subjects to complete: each respondent was given a set of answers and asked to choose only one, and then evaluate how difficult it was to answer the question. So, while these experiments do not test electoral behavior directly, they should shed light on the causal role of choice difficulty and additional information, and the prevalence of menu-dependent behavior across political domains.
I explained that the purpose of the study was to learn how difficult it was to make certain policy decisions at the start of the questionnaire. Each respondent was asked five policy questions on a pen-and-paper questionnaire. For each policy question, I randomly changed the set of possible answers to that question. After each question, the respondents were asked, “How difficult was it for you to choose an answer?” They were presented with a four-item scale ranging from “very difficult” to “not very difficult” (see appendix). The variable was coded so that high values reflected a higher level of choice difficulty.
Before the battery of policy questions, I asked the subjects to describe their level of interest in politics and how informed they are about political issues using five-point scales. I then asked the respondent to describe how closely they follow news about the state government’s budget and proposed tax increases on a four point scale, and their familiarity with foreign and domestic policy issues using two five-point scales. Following the policy questions, I collected information about the respondents’ demographics, their party identification, their level of political knowledge and interest in politics (see appendix for questionnaire sample). 

There were two separate sets of questions. One focused on North Carolina political issues, such as a proposed tax increase and the establishment of a state lottery. The second questionnaire contained questions on a range of national or common [generic] state policies. Each respondent answered five policy questions, but there were actually six different questions in each set of questions. In North Carolina, for the last of the five policy questions, half the sample saw one version of a question about cigarette taxes and the other half saw a different version about the same issue. On the national questionnaire, the second question either asked about ways to control the cost of employing public servants or a question about providing health care for small business employees. 

The questionnaires were designed to look the same, with the same number of questions, and the same page designs. Only one question on the last page of the survey differed. Because the North Carolina survey asked about possible cigarette taxes, in North Carolina I asked the respondent how often they smoked. On the national survey, I asked the respondent whether they worked for a large business, a small business or the government to control for self-interested answers on the health care question and the question on providing health care for small businesses.
B. Subject Population

Subjects in North Carolina were primarily recruited on six visits to the jury pool room and to traffic court in the Durham County Courthouse. I also invited subjects to participate at the Streets of Southpoint Mall, the largest mall in the “Triangle” area of the North Carolina (Durham, Chapel Hill and Raleigh) on a weekday afternoon,  and through personal contacts. Most of the subjects were personally invited to participate by the principal investigator or assistants under his direct supervision. National subjects were recruited on Duke’s campus during alumni weekend, in the stands prior to Duke University’s college baseball games, in the waiting areas of the Raleigh-Durham, Chicago Midway, and Cleveland Hopkins airports, in Center City, Philadelphia, and in and around a train station in Chicago, Illinois. Some national surveys were completed by in-state subjects while the state subject recruitment was taking place. Some of the national subjects were invited to participate by friends and family of the principal investigator. 

The national sample was, on average, better educated and more knowledgeable about politics (measured by seeing if they could identify their governor, a Senator and the Chief Justice of the U.S. Supreme Court). 10% of the national sample was black, 20% of the state sample was black (see Appendix IV). A plurality in both samples was Democratic. There were more Democrats in the state sample. Durham County is not much like the rest of the United States. The county is 40% black, the city of Durham is 45% black. Since many respondents were recruited from the county’s jury pool, it is not surprising that the state sample has more minority subjects and more Democrats.
Hypotheses: Choice Difficulty
Hypothesis I: Increasing the number of options will make the respondents, feel, on average, that the choice task was more difficult, unless:

Hypothesis II: The choice set includes an alternative that is seen as clearly inferior to another alternative (Asymmetric Dominance).

Hypothesis III: The choice set includes an alternative that is seen as a moderate or compromise option, allowing the decision-maker to make less of a trade-off when selecting the answer (Compromise Effect).
I expect that subjects who are choosing between several answers will have a more difficult time answering the question. If they do not immediately know what their opinion is, the need to consider more options should make the task harder. Identifying the best option when the ideal is not available or unclear, or choosing between the lesser of some evils is expected to be more challenging when there are many options. These scenarios should be more likely than situations where the decision-makers can readily identify answers they like. I test Hypothesis I by comparing the average level of difficulty reported by respondents who answered from a larger set of alternatives to respondents who answered from a smaller set of alternatives.
Asymmetric dominance occurs when a target alternative (and only the target) is seen as clearly superior to another option (the decoy). The target is more likely to be selected because its dominance over the decoy supplies a reason for the target’s selection  QUOTE "(Huber et al. 1982, Simonson 1989)" 
(Huber et al. 1982, Simonson 1989)

 QUOTE ""  ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00\00\01\00\00Ö\00\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt\1FHuber, Payne, et al. 1982 #2230\01\04\00\05\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00Ò\02�\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00öé\01°ò\12\00\16\1B@_\02\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00,\00\00\00\01\00\00\00�ô\12\00=\11J\00,\00\00\00¼ô\12\00�ô\12\00\05\00àà\00\00\00¿H\00Ò\02�\00¸\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00\00öé\01°ò\12\00\16\1B@_\13\00\00\00\00\00\00>ÃwH Áwÿÿÿÿ\19¬Âw*¬Âw,\00\00\00U¬Âw,\00\00\00 
, making the decision easier. The decoy should not be a very popular choice. The compromise effect similarly facilitates the decision by providing an option that does not require as much of a trade-off between desirable attributes as the other alternatives. The same between subjects test of Hypothesis I should not reveal any increase in the average level of choice difficulty.
Results: Tests of Hypothesis I
Health Care Insurance for Small Business

Test: Compares four-option to five-option set, including “none of above.”

Expectation: Increase difficulty and more “none of above answer.” Result: Significant

A question on health care options for small businesses included two treatment conditions. I did not expect many respondents to be familiar with insurance options for small businesses since even small business owners and employees may not closely follow discussions about potential changes in the law. Consequently, I expected the level of difficulty to be high. The control condition includes four options, including “none of the above.” In the control, one of the options was to allow business to form pools to purchase insurance. The single treatment adds an option similar to one in the original set of answers, allowing businesses to purchase insurance through trade associations (see Appendix). The additional option provides a test of whether the five-option choice was more difficult than the four-option choice. This can be measured in two ways, by comparing the level of difficulty gauged by the respondents and by the frequency of the respondents choosing “none of the above.” Since there was an additional option provided in the treatment, “none of the above” should be less popular in the treatment than the control, except that if the choice was difficult, people might look to avoid making a decision and choose, “none of the above.”
Only half of the national sample answered this question, so there were 126 subjects who saw the control set and 128 who answered from the treatment set. The order of the answers did not vary. The target appears third in the control and the treatment. The additional option, allowing businesses to buy through trade associations, appears fourth in the treatment, between the target and “none of the above.” 

The five-choice set treatment, was, on average, found to be more difficult than the four-choice control. In the four choice control set, the average level of difficulty was 1.72 on the four-point scale. Those who made a choice from the treatment set, on average, found the difficulty to be 1.94. The two-tailed test of the difference of means confirmed that the average level of difficulty in the treatment was significantly more difficult at P < 0.05 (T = 2.22, P < T = 0.027). More respondents, 9.4%, chose “none of the above” in the treatment, than in the control (6.35%), further indicating that the additional option made the choice more difficult.
Crime Solutions

Test: Three-option control, three four-option treatments.

Expectations: Increase from control to treatment. Result: One out of three significant.

The control choice set for a question about what would be the best solution to the crime problem included three possible answers, community programs to prevent crime, more police and longer jail terms. Each of the three treatment conditions replaced one of these broad categories with two specific policy initiatives. For example, the more police option was replaced by “hire more police officers,” and “hire more federal officers, such as FBI agents.” The average level of difficulty in the control treatment was 1.46. When there were two prevention programs to choose from, the average level of difficulty rose to 1.86. The average level of difficulty in answering the other two treatments was 1.65 and 1.68. The one-way analysis of the variance of the mean levels of difficulty was significant (F = 4.42, P = 0.004). The Scheffe multiple comparison test indicated that only the difference between the control and the two prevention program treatment was significant (P=0.005). There were no significant differences in the difficulty of answering the question between the different treatments. 
Aid to Israel

Test: Three-option control, four- and five- option treatments.

Expectation: Increase difficulty. Result: Four-option set significantly more difficult.

Should the US give more aid to Israel to defray security costs born by Israel as a result of the War in Iraq? Israel asked the U.S. government for $4 billion in extra aid on top of the $3 billion in aid already given to Israel annually. The question wording described the request and the justification, the present amount of aid, and reported that some critics think that the government should stop aiding Israel until Israel withdraws from the occupied territories. In all treatments, respondents could choose to reduce the aid to Israel, maintain the status quo, or increase the amount of aid given to Israel. The control included only these three options. The treatment conditions varied the options of increasing aid to Israel. One treatment had four options; increasing the amount of aid given to Israel was divided into two options, one to give aid less than $4 billion, and one to increase the aid by the full amount. The third condition had five questions: increase aid to Israel by $1 billion or less, by $1-3 billion, or by the full amount. These options are simply more specific proposals; they are not compromise decoys or targets. None of the existing alternatives asymmetrically dominate another alternative in the set. Consequently, I expect that the level of difficulty will increase in the treatments as compared to the controls.

In the control condition, the average level of choice difficulty was 1.6. In the four-choice set and the five-choice set, the average level of choice difficulty exceeded 1.7. The two-tailed test of the difference of means confirmed that the average level of difficulty in the treatments (pooled together) was significantly more difficult than the control at P < 0.1 (T = -1.7, P < T = 0.089, assuming unequal variance). The difficulty of the decision did not rise additively with the number of alternatives in the choice set. The five-option choice set was marginally less difficult to answer than the four-option choice set (1.72 to 1.75). 
Cigarette Tax Bill

Test: Four-option control, five-option treatment.

Expectations: Difficulty increase. Result: No increase. 
On the state survey, half the sample saw a question about a proposed increase in the cigarette tax. The question explained that the current tax was a nickel and the state legislature was considering two new taxes, one for 35 more cents, the other for 70 more cents. The subjects could choose either bill, neither bill or either bill in the control condition. In the treatment, instead of choosing “neither one,” the subjects could choose, “neither one: the state should increase the cigarette tax by more than 70 cents,” and “neither one: the state should not increase the cigarette tax by as much as 35 cents.” The average choice difficulty in the control was 1.45. In the treatment, instead of increasing the difficulty of the choice, as I expected, the average choice difficulty was almost exactly the same, 1.44.

Results: Tests of Hypothesis II

Drought
Test: Asymmetric dominance. Two-option controls, three-option treatments.
Expectations: Difficulty should decrease in one treatment, increase in others. 

Result: Significant decrease, one out of two significant increases.

Hypothesis I hypothesized that the greater the number of options, the more difficult the choice. Hypothesis II, though, qualifies the hypothesis and says choice difficulty should not increase if the additional option is inferior to one of the other alternatives in the choice set. In the consumer studies, this inferior product was identified a priori because it was similar to the targeted product, but its attributes, such as length of warranty, price, or number of features were not as desirable as the target. As a result, it was never chosen by many subjects, but it increased the frequency that the target was chosen. 

A question about how to best deal with a drought and a water shortage tested both Hypothesis II and Hypothesis I. There were two control conditions with two options in the choice set. In one, the respondents chose from taxing water consumption of vaguely described restrictions on when or where people could water. In the second, respondents could choose taxing water consumption or a specific restriction on people watering their lawns more than three times a week (see Appendix). The first control, when compared with the first treatment that adds an option that the government should encourage people to buy water saving devices, tests Hypothesis I since the size of the choice set increases. The second treatment adds an option to restrict people from watering their lawns in the middle of the day to the options in the second control. A third treatment includes a more onerous restriction, restricting watering lawns to once a week. All treatments increase the set of alternatives, but the third one tests asymmetric dominance because the restriction is similar, but more onerous. The first two treatments should results in an increase in the level of difficulty, relative to the control(s), but the one with the onerous restriction should not result in an increase.
Subjects who saw the first control condition reported an average level of difficulty of 1.58 on the national survey and 1.5 on the state survey. On both surveys, the average level of difficulty increased when the additional item of encouraging people to purchase water saving devices, but by only 0.06 on each survey. Neither change was large enough to be statistically significant.

National subjects who chose between restricting people from watering more than three times a week and increasing taxes on water consumption, reported, on average, a level of choice difficulty of 1.51 on the four-point scale. North Carolina subjects found the choice to be more difficult, 1.68. As expected, adding an option to restrict people from watering their lawns in the middle of the day increased choice difficulty to 1.78 and 1.73 in the national sample and the state sample, respectively. The two-tailed test of the difference of means in the national sample confirmed the change in difficulty was a significant increase at P < 0.05 (T = -2.18, P < T = 0.03, assuming unequal variance). The test of the difference of means in the state sample was not significant (T = -0.32).
Consistent with Hypothesis II, national subjects who were assigned the choice set with three options, including the dominated option, did not report a significantly higher level of average choice difficulty, 1.58. State subjects who saw the same option actually reported an average level of difficulty in answering the question (1.66) slightly lower than the average level of difficulty in answering the two-choice control set. As expected, the inclusion of a dominated option makes the choice easier, even though the harsh restrictions were a surprisingly popular choice (35.6% of the national sample, 30.5% of the state sample). 

The decoy’s failure to be truly irrelevant indicates that, rather than a failure of asymmetric dominance, this question item failed to be a good test. The popularity of the dominated choice suggests that rather than simply being seen as an inferior option quickly dismissed as a possible choice, people actually considered the onerous restriction as their choice of policy responses. When the target (watering no more than three times a week) was one of two options, the average difficulty for people who chose that option was 1.45. On the national survey, respondents who chose the target chose the target with, on average, a higher level of difficulty (1.7). When the target appeared with the restriction on watering the laws in the middle of the day, the average choice difficult was even higher 1.93. On the state survey, the average choice difficulty was 1.63, the same in the two-option control, and slightly lower than the average difficulty alongside the restriction on watering the lawns (1.71). So, while the decision with the onerous restriction may not have been as hard as the decision with the non-dominated restriction, enough people considered it that it made the three-option decision of the target, on average, at least as hard as when there were only two options. Clearly, the onerous restriction did not behave as the theory predicts, but that might have been a result of its popularity and the consideration people gave it as a possible option.
The drought question appeared on both the North Carolina study and the national survey. On the national survey, it was the fifth question. 503 subjects answered the question on the national survey. On the North Carolina survey, the drought item appeared third. 360 subjects answered the question on the state survey. 

Results: Tests of Hypothesis III

State Employees

Test: Four-option set, five option treatment.

Expectations: Decrease choice difficulty. Result: Insignificant decrease.

Similar to Hypothesis II, Hypothesis III argues that if an alternative is viewed as a compromise and enables the respondent to choose an alternative without a difficult trade-off, the average choice difficulty should not increase. The half of the national sample that did not answer the question about business health saw another difficult policy question about cutting costs through reducing the size of the public sector or lowering the wages of the public employees. With an average and median level of difficulty of two (on the four point ascending scale of difficulty), this was the most difficult question to answer on the survey. The question asked respondents what would be the best way to cut public costs, but also provided an option for the respondent to choose to make no change in the number of state employees or how much the state pays them. The control condition contained four alternatives in the choice set. The treatment adds one more alternative, a compromise between freezing the wages of the state employees and paying them less, the option of giving the employees a smaller cost-of-living increase. This option was the third of the five options and was chosen by a 35.4% of the subjects, a plurality of the subjects in the treatment. 

Consistent with the Hypothesis III, the average difficulty of answering the question went down slightly in the treatment, from 2.05 in the control condition to 1.93. The two-tailed difference of means test indicated that the change was in the average level of difficulty was not statistically significant (T = 1.03, P > T = 0.3).  According to Hypothesis I, there should have been an increase, so even though the difference is insignificant the results support Hypothesis III. The average level of difficulty reported by respondents who chose this compromise was 2.15, which was a higher level of difficulty than any other option in the choice set with more than two respondents choosing it.
 In comparison, the average level of difficulty reported by respondents who chose the status quo or the option to lay-off state employees was 1.74.
Sales Tax Reduction

Test: Two three-option conditions, four-option treatment with compromise.

Expectation: Decrease difficulty. Result: Significant increase.

In 2002, the North Carolina General Assembly voted to reduce the state sales tax by a half-cent, with the deduction taking effect on July 1, 2003. However, a shortfall in budget revenue led Governor Mike Easley to propose delaying the deduction for another two years. On the state survey, I asked respondents what they thought the government should do, reduce the sales tax now, delay it, or increase the sales tax. In one condition, I kept the choice set the same size, but replaced reducing the sales tax with the more specific, “reduce the state sales tax by a half-cent now.” In the other condition, I added the option of decreasing the sales tax by more than a half cent. Compared to the control, this treatment tests the subcategory effect. Compared to the more specific sales tax reduction set, this additional option recasts the half-cent reduction into a compromise or moderate position rather than the extreme. This would be a very difficult test of the compromise effect since while the half-cent reduction appears less extreme, the status quo may be the option associated with the lowest level of evaluative anxiety. This compromise could also not benefit from appearing in the middle of an odd-numbered set. Faced with a difficult decision, keeping the sales tax “as is,” may be a less difficult decision than a moderate decrease.

Respondents who chose an answer from the three-choice sets had virtually the same average level of difficulty, 1.56 and 1.57. Adding a fourth option increased the choice difficulty to 1.79. The difference in means was statistically significant at P > 0.05 (F = 3.05, P > F = 0.049). The comparison between the larger choice set and the three broad categories was consistent with Hypothesis I; the larger choice set increased choice difficulty. However, if the state sales tax was seen as the compromise position, the results are not consistent with Hypothesis III, since choice difficulty should have decreased. Instead, respondents who chose a half-cent decrease found the question, on average, more difficult than the other respondents, with an average choice difficulty of 2.08.

Hybrid Car Deduction
Test: Three-option control, five option “full” set, four option treatments.
Expectation: Significant decrease in full set, increase difficulty relative to full in treatments. 

Result: Insignificant change.
A second test of the effect on choice difficulty of having a compromise candidate in the choice set was a question about subsidies for hybrid cars. The question explains that people who purchase hybrid cars, such as the Toyota Prius™ and others, currently qualify for a federal tax deduction of $2000. This deduction is currently being phased out, so by 2007, there will no longer be a deduction. The question mentions that some people want the deduction to be permanent, while others want to eliminate it completely to reduce the federal budget deficit. The control contained three options, eliminating the deduction immediately, reducing the deduction by $500 a year, and making the $2,000 deduction permanent. Here, the status quo is the compromise option, so I expect the average level of difficulty for the control condition to be very low. 

In the treatments, I add intermediate categories, options to phase out the deduction more slowly or to phase it out more quickly (but not eliminate it all at once). One of the treatments contains the three original alternatives and the two additional options. This increases the size of the choice set without influencing what appears to be the compromise option. The same option is now the middle of a set of five options, not three. The other two conditions contain four alternatives, so the status quo no longer appears as the center or compromise option. Instead, the status quo and the extra option occupy the policy space between the extremes. As a result, I expect that the level of difficulty would be high relative to the control and the full five-item choice set. The question was answered fourth out of the five questions on both the national survey and the state survey. 362 subjects answered the question on the state survey, 517 subjects answered the question on the national survey.
The average level of difficulty reported by national respondents in the control condition was 1.6. When all five options were presented, the average level of difficulty increased to 1.78. On the state sample, the average level of difficulty in the control was 1.75. The average level of difficulty in answering the full set of alternatives rose to 1.84. This was inconsistent with my expectations from Hypothesis II. Neither change was significant using a two-tailed difference of means test (national: T = -1.5727, P > |t| = 0.12, but P < t = 0.059); state: T = -0.64, P > |t| = 0.53).
The one average differences in difficulty between the four conditions were not statistically significant.
 In contrast to the results in the sales tax reduction question, the presence of a separate compromise and status quo options in the choice set, the subjects in one treatment on each of the surveys actually found the decision to be slightly easier than the control condition, 1.7 compared to 1.75 on the state survey and 1.58 compared to 1.59 on the national survey. The other treatment in the state survey, consistent with the tax reduction question, was more difficult to answer (1.89). On the national survey, respondents reported an average difficulty on one treatment in between the control and the full set (1.71). Confusingly, these findings did not come from the same treatment.
Cigarette Tax Increase

Test: Five conditions, presenting four- to eight- cigarette tax options.
Expectations: Observe less difficulty when number of option sin choice set shrinks. Largest decrease when compromise present in odd-numbered sets. 

Results: Consistent with expectations, but insignificant.

While half the sample saw a question that explicitly identified two bills proposed in the state legislature to increase the cigarette tax, half the sample was asked their opinion about an increase in the cigarette tax without that frame. All these respondents were told was that the current tax was a nickel, the average across the nation is 45 cents, but some states’ taxes are as high as $1.50. Subjects were given a list of possible answering, ranging from no increase to more than 70 cents increase.  The conditions varied by the number of alternatives presented to the subject. The full set included eight options: no increase, 5¢, 10¢, 25¢, 35¢, 50¢, 70¢, and more than 70¢. The seven option set dropped the nickel option, so that 35¢ was now the middle option. The six option set included the nickel increase, but dropped the quarter and the 50¢ options. The five option set excluded the nickel, the quarter and the 50¢ options, so 35¢, was again the middle option. The four option set only included the “no increase,” 10¢, 35¢ and “more than 35¢ options.” Based on Hypothesis III, I expect that the odd-numbered choice sets, with a clear compromise option, should be less difficult than the even-numbered choice sets without a clear compromise. However, the six option set, by including the nickel increase, but dropped the quarter and the 50¢ options created “space” around 35¢, with the nearest two options being 35¢ more, or 25¢ less, so even though it was not truly the middle option, it might appear as such. More than the other experimental conditions, this set looked like a pair of large increases, two small increases (and “no increase”), and the moderate increase. I designed this set to see if this made the choice easier compared to the other treatments.
As expected, the full set of eight alternatives was the hardest for the respondents to answer, 1.47 on the four-point scale. The seven-option set was easier, 1.33. The six-option set (with the likely compromise option) was slightly easier, 1.30. The five-option choice set was the easiest to answer, with an average of 1.23. The four-option set, which did not have a compromise option, was slightly more difficult than the seven-choice option, 1.34. While the differences were all consistent with the hypotheses, the Kruskal-Wallis test of the equality of population medians was not significant (Χ2 with ties = 2.8, P = 0.59).

Discussion: Choice Difficulty
Evidence was collected in favor of all three hypotheses. Questions on health care insurance for small businesses (on the national survey) and sales tax reductions (on the state survey) demonstrated that as the number of options increased, so did the average level of difficulty (see summary of results in Table 3). One treatment of crime solutions also supported Hypothesis I. The only question that did not provide any support for Hypothesis I was the cigarette tax bill. As the answers to the question on aid to Israel showed, this increase was not always linear since the level of difficulty did not continue to increase along with the number of options.

Hypotheses II and III predicted that when the respondent could choose a dominated or compromise option, the level of difficulty would decrease. As predicted, when a dominated or compromise option was available in answers to the drought, cigarette tax and state employees questions, the tendency for the choice difficulty to increase along with the size of the choice set was not observed. However, in an answer to the sales tax reduction question, difficulty increased and the answers to the hybrid car tax deduction did not conform to expectations on either survey.
Overall, these questions did not strike most people as particularly difficult to answer. On the state survey, only the question about hybrid cars induced more than 1 in 5 respondents to say the question was “somewhat difficult” or “very difficult.” On the national survey, more than 25% thought the state employee and business health questions were somewhat difficult or worse. Questions about Israel and crime each induced about 1 in 4 to complain that the question was at least “somewhat difficult” to answer. If these questions are designed to be more difficult than most policy matters, than it appears that it is not common for people to consider policy questions of this sort to be difficult. 
Since this is not a random or representative sample of the broad population, we cannot broadly generalize these results to the whole country. However, we can break down the results using the attitudinal and demographic questions to see what is associated with high levels of choice difficulty.
I asked respondents who answered “very difficult” or “somewhat difficult” to tell me why from a list of five options and a place to write in their own reason (see Table 1). On the state survey, 20.9% said they “had a hard time choosing between two or more answers.” The other responses were nearly evenly divided between not liking any of the possible answers, not having enough information, or not being very knowledgeable about the policy. On the national survey, 32.8% said they had a hard time choosing between two or more answers, giving more credence to the hypothesis that more choices should be more difficult. 20.5% of the national respondents said the choice was difficult because they did not like any of the possible answers. It was not clear whether this was the result of a constrained choice set or simply because some of the respondents would have preferred options that would have avoided some of the tradeoffs altogether.
Who found the choice to be difficult?

The size of the choice set is not the only factor that makes people think the decision is difficult. Some people found the control sets to be difficult; some did not find any questions to be difficult. To identify what attitudinal and demographic variables may have played a role in determining who found the choices to be difficult, I regressed several socio-demographic variables, the respondent’s political knowledge, how often the respondent follows the news, and indicators of the number and type of options the respondent saw on the average level of difficulty across the five questions.  I expect that high levels of political knowledge (measured through three questions about the respondent’s knowledge of political figures) are associated with lower levels of difficulty in answering the questions. Those who follow the news more closely should have an easier time answering the questions because they are likely to be more aware of the issues. According to the same logic, high levels of education should also be associated with low levels of difficulty. The extent that the respondent follows the news was measured with a four-point scale. 
Female subjects, on average, found the policy questions harder to answer (one tailed test, T = -2.49, P < T = 0.007 in the national sample, T = -1.81, P < T = 0.036 in the state sample). Since enlarging the choice set made the choice more difficult, I built a variable that summed the number of possible answers that the respondents saw. Since alternatives that were asymmetrically dominated or appeared to be compromise options were not expected to increase level of difficulty, I created two variables that took the number of treatments in which the respondent saw one of these alternatives. Finally, because each survey employed a split sample for one question, I included a dummy to note which question the subject answered. I controlled for party identification by including a five point scale running from Democrat to Republican.
I present the results from the regression in Table 2. Because average choice difficulty is an average of five different five-point scales, a single step increase in difficulty on one question would result in a 0.2 increase in average level of difficulty.
 As expected, following the news had a significant effect on decreasing the average level of difficulty. On the state survey, following the news decreased the average level of difficulty by 0.07. This means that someone who does not follow the news closely at all, all else being equal, are more likely that one question was more difficult by one level compared to someone who follows the news very closely. On the national survey, the coefficient was larger, 0.1, so someone who does not follow the news very closely are more likely to find one question to be more difficult by one level compared to someone who follows the news very closely. Women were more likely to experience a higher level of average difficulty. On the national survey, women’s average level of difficult was 0.13 larger than mens’. So, all else being equal, women were not more likely to have indicated that one question was more difficult by one level. The coefficient for state respondents was smaller, 0.06, but was not statistically significant.
Consistent with my expectations, when controlling for everything else, political knowledge decreased the level of choice difficulty on the state survey. However, the effect was not statistically significant on either surveys and it was signed the wrong way on the national survey.  The more Republican the respondent identified on the party identification scale, the less difficult he or she was likely to have found answering the questions on the state survey. The same variable was nearly zero in the national survey and was signed in the wrong direction. It was not statistically significant on either survey, so we cannot be sure party identification had any effect on average choice difficulty. Education level was signed the wrong way and was insignificant.

The total number of answers to the five questions that the respondents saw had a small effect on choice difficulty. For every additional answer, average choice difficulty in both models increased by nearly 0.02. So, someone who saw ten more answers, all else being equal, was likely to rate one question harder by one level of the difficulty scale. Even though this variable was statistically significant on the state survey, it is very small. Most of the changes in average choice difficulty were observed from the inclusion of a single additional option. This model suggests that two additional options on every single question would need to be added for respondents to increase the level of difficulty they indicated. The variables for asymmetric dominated and compromise options, which might have reduced the impact of adding answers were insignificant, as was the dummy variable for the question seen in the split sample.
The models as a whole were not very strong, explaining only 5.2% of the variance in the state data and 4.5% of the national data as measured by the R-squared statistic. The F statistic with 10 variables and 496 degrees of freedom in the national sample was 2.85 (P = 0.01). The F statistic for the state model with 9 variables and 340 degrees of freedom was only 2.05 (P = 0.034), so the null hypothesis that the coefficients on all independent variables is only rejected at the generous level of 0.5. For the national model, the F statistic was 2.58 with 9 variables and 491 degrees of freedom (P = 0.007).
Information and the Subcategory Effect
Hypothesis IV: Specific proposals, constituting a subset of a broader alternative, will attract more support than a broader policy option (Subcategory Effect).

What would be the effect of adding an option that essentially just creates a sub-category of an existing option? Two different types of water restrictions were added to the set of possible answers to the drought response question. Would the pattern of answers be any different if the answer set only included the option of water restrictions (in general)? The sum of the parts should not exceed the whole. I hypothesize, though, that the specific options may provide valuable information, reminding the decision-makers of a particular option that they had neglected to attend to when the options were broader and less specific. This informational effect would counter the substitution effect, leading to an increase in support for more narrow proposals. This hypothesized informational effect should be should be similar to priming except that the priming occurs prior to the choice or in the question wording. Instead the information that primes the respondent is contained within the set of options. The question is not altered in any way by a novel prime or alternative frame. The null hypothesis is that adding proposals that are subcategories of a broad class of policies will not result in increased support. Those who choose the category would choose one of the subcategories. Someone who would choose one of the other categories would not choose one of the subcategories.
Nobel Prize-winning economist Daniel McFadden  QUOTE "{McFadden 1974 #4590}" 
{McFadden 1974 #4590}

 QUOTE "{Domencich, McFadden, et al. 1975 #4610}"  ADDIN PROCITE ÿ\11\05‘\19\02\00\00\00({Domencich, McFadden, et al. 1975 #4610}\00(\00Ã\01\00\00,C:\5CProgram Files\5CProCite5\5CDatabase\5CRenan.pdt&Domencich, McFadden, et al. 1975 #4610\00&\00 
{Domencich, McFadden, et al. 1975 #4610}
 pursued a similar line of inquiry regarding transportation options. McFadden studied what mode of transportation, cars, buses, or trains, people would select to go to work or on leisure trips. McFadden showed that when modeling transportation decisions using Luce’s  QUOTE "{Luce 1959 #4580 /d}" 
{Luce 1959 #4580 /d}
 axiom of independence, adding another brand of busses would bizarrely increase the likelihood that a bus would be selected. To correct this error, McFadden was concerned with developing a way of analyzing the decision presuming that the decision-maker is making the decision in steps, first deciding between driving, taking the train, or the bus, and then choosing which brand of bus. 

I investigate such behavior in these policy choices because it is not clear whether people making these policy options are behaving in a way consistent with the conditional or nested logit models. Alvarez and Brehm  QUOTE "(2002)" 
(2002)
 argue that citizen opinions, like voter perceptions of candidates, can be represented by probability distributions around a central tendency. Those who are well informed give answers to policy questions that are closely arrayed around the central tendency. However, those who are not well-informed, which since the Columbia School’s first investigations into voter knowledge  QUOTE "(Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954)" 
(Berelson, Lazarsfeld, and McPhee 1954)
 would appear to be a vast majority of Americans, would have a flat and diffuse distribution across issue space. For many of these people, their opinions are constructed during the decision-making process. To do so, they may consider each of the proposals in turn or concurrently, without nesting the choice. If decision-makers choose a nested structure, they would need to partition the choice task so that they first choose from among the broad categories, and then choose specific options within the category. Expanding the choice set into a collection of specific proposals may influence whether or not decision-makers recognize or employ a nested structure to the choice. This is problematic, because even if this is merely an unintended consequence of the survey design, these surveys are the primary indicators of mass preferences for scholars and politicians.
If decision-makers recognize a nested structure, than even those who are politically uninformed are unlikely to be influenced by the expansion of the choice set, since they will partition the choice set into categories, choose a category (even through a random method), and then an option. If the decision-makers do not recognize that a nested structure will be the appropriate way to construct an opinion over the alternatives, their opinion can be influenced by the sub-category effect because their choice becomes distributed over the expanded choice set, say four transportation options instead of three. 
Under the umbrella of a broad category, people may not remember all the various options. Alternatively, a broad category may include both desirable and undesirable policy options. Breaking down the category into these specific options enables the decision-maker to choose an option he or she likes but not a proposal he or she dislikes. As a broad category, the proposal he or she dislikes may be salient enough that the decision-maker eschews the broad category for another option. For example, “raising taxes” may not be chosen even if the subject supports a small increase in the sales tax or favors a sin tax. 

Even with a nested choice, if the specific proposal reminds the decision-maker that one category includes the most desirable option (or least desirable outcome), a sub-category effect can be observed. So, a sub-category effect would occur in McFadden’s transportation example if people are reminded by the different brand of bus that riding [such] busses are the best way to get to their destination. The effect would also be observed if commuters are very uncertain about their opinions or the range of choices, the distribution of their choices will range over entire set of options, whether that set includes three, four or a dozen travel options. Conditions for a nested decision that does not suffer from a sub-category effect would be met by McFadden’s transportation model. People who daily make decisions about how to move about town are quite familiar with their favorite mode of transportation and a reminder that some of the busses are red is probably not enough to have them change how they travel. 
If the subcategory effect is driven by new or otherwise forgotten information, I expect that it will be most likely seen with proposals in issue domains with high levels of unfamiliarity. People not familiar with the topic area will be most likely to be provided useful information by the specific proposal about what the category actually entails or what specific actions are likely to stem from support for a broad category. As a result, I selected several of the question items I introduced above because I expected these conditions to be met: people might not be familiar with issues such as appropriate small business health insurance possibilities, or they might not have thought about how much tobacco taxes should be raised. Specific proposals that remind the subjects that choosing more cops on the street might include more FBI agents could make that choice more desirable. Mentioning sin taxes in place of a broad category of raising taxes reminds decision-makers that support for raising taxes does not necessarily mean that income or sales taxes that they personally pay will increase. 
To the best of my knowledge, this has not been tested in consumer behavior although similar effects (“sub-additivity”) have been observed in the way people calculate probability of future events  QUOTE "{Fox 1999 #1270 /pt \"see \"}" 
{Fox 1999 #1270 /pt "see "}
. According to prospect theory  QUOTE "{Kahneman & Tversky 1979 #3180}" 
{Kahneman & Tversky 1979 #3180}
, people overweigh events with low probabilities and underweigh likely events. For example, people who estimate the likelihood of an accused criminal being not found guilty (acquitted or trial ending in mistrial) is smaller than the combined estimates of whether the accused will be acquitted and whether the trial will end in a mistrial. Gonzalez and Wu  QUOTE "{Gonzalez & Wu 1999 #4620 /d}" 
{Gonzalez & Wu 1999 #4620 /d}
 found that attitudes about gambling was explained by a two-parameter weighing function, one interpreting probabilities, the other explaining attitudes towards gambling. Because people tend to have preferences over outcomes, caring about payoffs (not gambles) much like they like policy outcomes (not policies), the underlying causal mechanism for choice about gambles may be similar to the causes of choice over policies. People may not fully weigh all possible outcomes when choosing a policy or a gamble.
I will reject the null hypothesis if the combination of the specific policy options attracts more supporters than the broader alternative in a between-subject test. Recall that these additional categories are not (generally) seen as compromise options, nor are they dominated by another alternative. In the discussion of results above, the inclusion of these items increased the average difficulty of the answering the question. This indicates that some other causal mechanism is responsible for the menu-dependent preferences I observe.

Procedures and Results
Crime Solutions
Test: Three different categories. A different category replaced by two proposals in each of three treatments.

Results: In two out of three treatments, support for proposals exceeded support for category.

This policy question uses four conditions to test the subcategory effect on the national survey (see Appendix). The control includes each of the three broad categories as options. Each treatment breaks down a different category into two specific proposals that would otherwise be subsumed by the broader category in the control and the other treatments. Fighting crime is a familiar topic. While the broad categories of crime prevention and enforcement are well-known, specific proposals are not very salient, so this provides an interesting test of the sub-category effect. 

In the control, prevention programs got support from 77% of the sample, more police was chosen by 8.7% and longer jail sentences by 14.3% of the sample. Two of the three treatments provided evidence in favor of the subcategory effect. Most dramatically, when longer jail terms was split into longer mandatory jail sentences and making repeat offenders ineligible for parole, the two were chosen by 31.2% of the sample, more than double the support of the broad category. When more police officers was replaced by hire more local police officers and hire more federal officers, 14.2% of the sample chose the two, a 75% increase over the control category. However, when two different community programs were presented, after school programs and an increase in neighborhood watch, the sum of the two prevention programs was 74%, less than the broad category of 77%. 

Aid to Israel
Test: Three option control; one category replaced by two proposals in one treatment, three proposals in second treatment.

Result: Sum of support for two proposals exceeded category, sum of support for three proposals did not substantially exceed support for category.

On the third question on the national survey, respondents in the control condition chose between reducing aid to Israel, maintaining the status quo, or increasing the amount of aid given to Israel as a result of the Iraq War. The treatment conditions varied the options of increasing aid to Israel, so I test the subcategory effect by comparing support for these options to support for increasing aid in the control. One treatment had four options; increasing the amount of aid given to Israel was divided into two options. The third condition had five questions, including three difficult levels of aid increases. 

In the control, 13.8% of the respondents chose increasing aid to Israel. When there were two options, one to give aid less than $4 billion, and one to increase the aid by the full amount. Increasing aid, but less than $4 billion received nearly as much support as the broad category did. 11.3% of the respondents chose to partially fulfill Israel’s request. Another 9.6% chose to increase the aid by the full amount. Consistent with my expectations, the sum of the two categories was much higher than the broad category.
In the third treatment, the three options for increasing aid to Israel were: increase aid to Israel by $1 billion or less, by $1-3 billion, or by the full amount. Only 2.3% of the respondents chose the smallest increase, 5.1% chose the intermediate increase and 7.4% chose the full amount. Contrary to my expectations, the sum of the three, 14.8%, is only one percentage point higher than the full category in the control. 
Lottery

Test: Control with binary choice, taxes or lottery. Treatment substitutes three specific tax increase proposals. Other treatments allow binary choice between a specific tax increase and lottery.

Result: Support for three tax proposals exceeded support for category.

There were three questions on the state survey that touched on proposed North Carolina tax increases or decreases. The first question measured support for a lottery (which North Carolina currently does not have) or a tax increase. The question mentioned that “several different ways of raising more money have been suggested,” but did not specify what those different alternatives were. One condition included the full set of possible funding sources, the lottery and the three most likely tax increases in 2003; an increase in the sales tax, an increase in the cigarette tax, and an increase in the state income tax. To test the sub-category effect, another condition replaced all three specific tax increases with the broad category of “raising taxes.” Three other conditions substituted one of the taxes for the broad category.
22.2% of the sample chose to raise taxes over a lottery. Consistent with my expectations, when all three tax increases were presented, 41.1% chose one of the three taxes from the full set of alternatives. Most of the supporters of increased taxes, 27.4% of the sample, chose cigarette taxes. When just a sales tax increase and just an income tax increase were presented, the percent of the sample choosing to increase taxes rather than establish a lottery was smaller than the broad category. When just cigarette tax was presented as the only tax in the choice set, 29.6% of the sample chose the tax over a lottery. Support for cigarette tax increases, rather than a lottery, was not reflected by the general category of raising taxes, but support for sales and income taxes were reflected by the general category.
Sales Tax Deduction
Test: Control with three options, treatment replaces one option with two specific proposal.

Results: Sum of support for two proposals exceeded support for category in control.

A question about a sales tax deduction explicitly discussed how, one year after the legislature passed a scheduled half-cent deduction in the sales tax, the Governor of North Carolina proposed delaying the deduction for another two years. On the state survey, I asked respondents what they thought the government should do, reduce the sales tax now, delay it, or increase the sales tax now. In one condition, I replaced the option of reducing the state sales tax now with two more specific proposals to test the sub-category effect: decreasing the sales tax by more than a half-cent and decreasing the sales tax by a half-cent. I expect that the sum of these two proposals will be larger than the broader category because the framing of the question does not mention that some think that, given the economic climate, the sales tax should be cut even more than a half-cent. The additional category will remind the respondent that a larger cut is a possible option (that should have been subsumed under reducing the sales tax). 
The broad category received 28.5% of the choices. The larger deduction received 17.2% of the support of the respondents in the treatment, while the half-cent reduction won the support for 20.7% of the respondents in the same treatment. The sum of the two, 37.9%, exceeds support for decreasing the sales tax in the control by nearly ten percentage points. This increase lends support for Hypothesis IV.
Cigarette Tax Bill
Test: Four-option control including option of “neither.” Five-option treatment replaces “neither” with two different “neither” options, too much and too little.
Results: Sum of support for two “neither” options exceeded support for single “neither.”
The third question about state finances that tested the sub-category effect was shown last on the questionnaire to half the respondents on the state survey. The question explained that the current tax was a nickel and the state legislature was considering two new taxes, one for 35 more cents, the other for 70 more cents. The subjects could choose either bill, neither bill, or either bill in the control condition. In the treatment, instead of choosing “neither one,” the subjects could choose, “neither one: the state should increase the cigarette tax by more than 70 cents,” and “neither one: the state should not increase the cigarette tax by as much as 35 cents.” According to the null hypothesis, the sum of the two “neither” options should sum to “neither” in the control.
Contradicting the null hypothesis, the sum of the two “neither” options was higher than the broad category in the control. In the control, “neither” attracted 21% of the respondents in that condition. In the treatment, 16.7% of the respondents thought that the state should increase the tax by less than 35 cents. 18.75% of the respondents in the same treatment thought that the state should increase the cigarette tax by more than 70 cents.
Cigarette Tax Increase

Test: Five choice sets varying number of different tax increases. One has maximum value of 35¢ and “more than 35 cents” is broad-category control. Four have maximum value of 70¢ and “more than 70 cents.”
Results: Support in one treatment sum of proposals exceeded category. In other three, the sum of the support for the different proposals was less than support for the category.
The other half of the state sample saw a different question on the same topic of cigarette taxes. This question did not specifically mention the bills pending in front of the North Carolina General Assembly. The choice set was a list of different increases, ranging from none to more than 70 cents. The treatments varied by the number of different increases listed, from the full set of eight categories, to only four options. Among these four options was an option to support an increase of more than 35 cents a pack. This tests the sub-category effect since the other treatments included specific options of 70¢ a pack, more than 70¢ a pack, and 50¢ a pack. 
The results were mixed. In one treatment the sum of the different proposals exceed the popularity of the broad, “greater than 35 cents” category. In the other three, they did not. In the four-option set, 54.7% of the subjects chose the option to raise taxes more than 35¢ a pack. Contrary to my hypothesis, in the full set of eight options, the three alternatives that were greater than 35 cents attracted less support than the broad category, only 50.9% of the sample. However, those same three options in the set of seven alternatives attracted 65.3% of the sample. 56.6% of those who chose from six alternatives selected the three options larger than a 35¢ increase. In the five-choice set, 50¢ was not an option. The two options greater than 35 cents were chosen by 47.2% of the sample.
The largest category was the most popular choice in every treatment. 70¢ a pack hardly attracted any support. 50¢ a pack was the choice of 10.9% of the respondents in the seven-alternative choice set, but attracted only a single vote in the full set. There were no significant differences in population means or population medians across the largest five choice sets (with the same range of options).
Drought

Test: Control with two categories. Treatment replaces one category with two specific water restrictions. Another treatment replaces same category with only one specific water restriction.

Results: Sum of support for two proposals exceeds broad category.  Support for one proposal by itself slightly exceeded support for broad category.

The different possible responses to a drought included a test of the sub-category effect. One control asked respondents to choose between increasing taxes and guidelines for when people can use water and/or what they can use water for. Since two different sets of restrictions were outlined, there was arguably more information provided in this item than in the other questions, but the policy was still broad and vaguely defined. The second treatment replaced the “guidelines” with two specific restrictions, stop people from watering their lawn more than three times a week, and from watering their lawn in the middle of the day. In another control condition, stopping people from watering their lawn more than three times a week was presented on its own in place of “guidelines.”
In the control, 65% of both the national and the state respondents chose “guidelines.” Marginally more, 69% and 66.7% of the national and state respondents, respectively, chose the specific option of stopping people from watering their lawn in the second, two-option choice set control condition. In the treatment, 77.3% of the national respondents chose one of the two restrictions. 81.3% of the respondents in the state sample chose one of the two restrictions. Almost the same percentage of respondents to the state survey chose “guidelines” in the control, restricting watering lawns to three times a week when it was by itself, and restricting watering the lawns to three times a week when it appeared with stopping people from watering their lawn in the middle of the day. On the national sample, there was some evidence of a substitution effect. The percentage who selected the three-times a week restriction dropped to 51.6% of the treatment. The sub-category effect, though, was larger than the substitution effect. Restrictions on when people could water their lawns were the choice of 25.8% of the respondents, nearly double the size of the reduction in support for the restriction on watering more than three times a week.
Discussion: Information Effect
These experiments produced multiple tests of an informational effect generated by adding additional options. For sales tax reductions, the cigarette tax bill, the lottery and the drought, the evidence showed that there was a subcategory effect, increasing support for individual proposals within a broader category (see summary of results in Table 3). Two of the three tests using a question about crime solutions, and one of two tests using a question about aid for Israel lent support in favor of rejecting the null hypothesis. A question about the appropriate size of a cigarette tax left mixed results in favor of Hypothesis I. The strength of the evidence appears to be on the side of rejecting the null hypothesis. 

These individual proposals did not decrease choice difficulty like dominated or compromise options. Instead, for most they increased the average level of choice difficulty, or as in the case of the cigarette tax bill, left the average difficulty unchanged. Instead of influencing the decision-maker’s evaluative anxiety or need to provide a justification for the choice, menu-dependent behavior was induced by providing the decision-maker with more information. The additional, specific policy options primed the decision-maker to be attentive to elements of the broad category that otherwise might have been forgotten or given little consideration.

The extra support for these specific policies did not seem to result because one of the options was an intermediate or adjacent option that drew support from the most similar policy or option on those issues where it easy to think about them using the spatial proximity model. For example, the aid to Israel issue can be understood as a continuum from stopping aid to Israel to giving away the entire federal budget to Israel. One option called for decreasing aid, the second option advocated leaving aid at existing levels, and the target answers of possible aid increases. The additional proposals that replaced increasing aid included several small increases that might have attracted the support of people who otherwise would have supported leaving aid at existing levels rather than lend support for too much aid. When the broad category of increasing aid was replaced by two proposals with super-additive levels of support, support for leaving the aid at existing levels was unaffected. In the control, leaving aid to Israel at its current levels was selected by 37.1% of the sample. Despite the increase in support for increasing aid, 37.3% of the sample chose to keep aid at the same level. The addition of the extra category actually hurt the popularity of reducing aid. Support for reducing aid dropped from 49% to 41.8%. Recall that in the candidate growth experiment, a similar pattern was exhibited: the extreme candidate’s inclusion in the choice set hurt the distant candidate more than the adjacent candidate.
In the other treatment, when three proposals replaced the broad category, support for the other categories was affected by the change in the choice set even though the additional proposals did not result in an increase in support for aid. Support for the existing levels of aid rose to 41.5%, a four percentage point increase over support for existing levels of aid. Reducing the aid received 43.75% of the subjects in the sample, more than 10% less than the level of support for reducing aid in the control condition. One possible explanation for the increase in support for the status quo in this treatment is a compromise effect benefiting leaving aid at the existing level since the average choice difficulty was unchanged between the four-alternative choice set and this five-alternative choice set. Another possible explanation is that the choice set or the set of options to increase aid became so large that the decision-makers recognized the nested structure of the decision, and considered, an increase, a decrease or the status quo, and then only those who considered an increase chose from the three increases.
Similar results were observed in the pattern of answers to the sales tax reduction question. Again, we can think about possible taxes along a continuum from zero to infinity (or an infinite subsidy to an infinite tax). Additional support for reducing the sales tax, especially for a small reduction would most likely come at the expense of the option to delay the reduction and maintain the existing sales tax. However, the option to delay the reduction only lost a fraction of its supporters as a result of additional options to reduce the size of the tax. In the control, 60.3% of the respondents chose the option to delay. When there were two proposals to reduce the sales tax, 57.8% of the respondents chose the option to delay. Instead, most of the additional support won as a result of the sub-category effect appears to have been at the expense of the proposal to increase the sales tax, the distant policy instead of the adjacent policy. Support for increasing the tax was not a very popular choice, but thirteen respondents out of the 116 in the control condition (11.2%) chose to increase sales taxes. Ten out of 130 (7.7%) respondents chose the option in the three-alternative choice set with the specific tax reduction. Only five out of 116 (4.3%) chose it in the treatment with two proposals.
 
Strong evidence that the popularity of the specific options was the result of an information effect similar to priming was provided by the pattern of answers to the lottery question and the cigarette tax bill question.
On the cigarette tax bill question, the two “neither” answers reminded respondents that a choice of “neither” could mean that the increases are too much or too little. On the control, the broad “neither” category is presented first, before the two bills.  If some respondents think that the option only refers to “neither, the two taxes are too much,” I expect those respondents who would like the tax to be raised more than 70 cents will choose the larger of the two tax proposals. If these respondents are attracted to the “neither” categories after being reminded that “neither” is best for those who think the taxes are too much or too little, the additional support should be at the expense of support for the larger bill. As expected, the additional support came at the expense of the larger tax increase (42.1% down to 29.2%).

For further evidence of an information effect, consider how differently smokers and non-smokers responded to the same piece of information when answering the lottery question. When smokers were provided information about cigarette taxes they would pay, they became more inclined to support the lottery rather than raising taxes. When non-smokers were reminded about the same tax, they became more likely to support raising taxes instead of instituting a lottery. Tversky and Kahneman  QUOTE "(1973)" 
(1973)
 identified the availability heuristic that leads people to give more weight to attributes or concerns that are most prominent in their minds at the time of the decision. I expected that, in a state with a low cigarette tax, sales taxes or income taxes would come to mind when smokers and non-smokers think about “raising taxes.” Since cigarette taxes are unavailable, even smokers may not sufficiently weigh potential sin taxes when thinking about raising taxes versus the lottery. Smokers did not differ noticeably from non-smokers in their support for the broad category of raising taxes (two out of eleven smokers, 23% of non-smokers chose “raising taxes”). When reminded of the sin tax that they would not pay, over 31.5% of non-smokers chose to increase cigarette taxes when it was both the only option other than the lottery and when cigarette taxes were surrounded by the full set of tax proposals. In comparison, no smokers supported cigarette taxes when presented with the full set of options and only 21% supported the cigarette tax when the only other option was a lottery.
These findings have important implications for politicians, and campaign strategists, who must weigh the extent to which a candidate’s stance or proposal is vague or specific relative to the other candidates’ positions. Talking about two specific proposals, about say increasing the number of police officers, may attract more supporters than vague generalizations about putting more police on the street. Pollsters must keep in mind how vague categories may underestimate actual support for position(s) within that category when estimating the distribution of opinion on a particular issue. Rather than talking about taxes, they might need to remind people of very particular elements of the broad category that would not have otherwise received much weight.
The cigarette tax bill results are particularly interesting for opponents of proposals and legislation. The number of people dissatisfied with all competing proposals may be underestimated if people are simply asked if they do not like any of the proposals. Being more specific about what is disliked would better estimate the size of the population that would prefer a novel proposal to any of the ones on the table. Opponents of the existing proposals, such as the legislative minority party, could use this information to show the unpopularity of the governing parties’ proposals. Conversely, those who desire any action over inaction would be best to keep the opposition category as vague and as ill-defined as possible.
The finding of a sub-category effect also has implications for the study of decision-making. Allais’ famous paradox of rational decision-making demonstrated that people will violate expected utility theory when choosing between lotteries and certain payoffs with identical expected utility. A lottery with the same utility as a certain gain will be chosen by people unless there is a small chance of losing big. This paradox has been widely researched in economics and psychology. The evidence from these experiments suggests that an interesting application of these findings would be to pose a question to Allais’ decision-maker about whether he or she would like an uncertain (lottery) outcome or a certain payoff (gain or loss). This is not much different than the question about raising taxes or a state lottery, both in terms of question structure and payoffs.
 In that question, it appeared that my respondents did not fully account for the possibility of a cigarette tax and their preferences for that tax. If the decision-maker did not fully weigh the possibility that the lottery might include a huge win or a devastating loss, a specific lottery options might cause a preference reversal as the decision-maker avoids the lottery with the possibility of a sharp loss or becomes attracted by huge payoff.

Table 1 Why was the question difficult to answer?

	If you thought that choosing an answer to any of those policy questions was “very difficult,” or “somewhat difficult,” please tell us why. Select the answer or answers that best describe why you found the choice to be difficult.

	

	
State

National

	
N
%
N
%

	Hard time choosing.
41
20.9
102
32.8     

	Did not like answers.
32
16.3
64
20.6       

	Not enough information.
26
13.3
47
15.1       

	Not very knowledgeable.
34
17.4
40
12.7  

	Not sure which was best.      
34
17.4
25
8.0       

	Other
28
14.3
33
10.6


Table 2 Regression: What made the questions difficult to answer?

	Dependent Variable: Average Level of Difficulty

	
	State
	National

	Political Knowledge
	-0.039     (0.03)
	0.014     (0.02)

	Follow the News
	-0.07**    (0.03)
	-0.10***    (0.03)

	Female
	0.062     (0.05)
	0.132***    (0.05)

	Party Identification
	-0.026     (0.02)
	0.003     (0.01)

	Education
	0.009     (0.02)
	0.012     (0.02)

	Options
	0.019*    (0.01)
	0.018     (0.02)

	Split-Sample Dummy
	-0.009     (0.06)
	-0.019     (0.05)

	Asymmetic Dominated
	-0.056     (0.06)
	0.066     (0.06)

	Compromise
	0.002     (0.04)
	-0.022     (0.04)

	Intercept
	1.467    (0.20)
	1.517    (0.37)

	
	
	

	R- Squared
	0.052
	0.045

	F-Statistic
	2.05
	2.58


Table 3 Summary of Results

	
	Question
	Result

	Hypothesis I: Additional options increase choice difficulty.

	
	Business Health Insurance
	Significant increase.

	
	Crime
	Increased, one/three significant

	
	Israel
	Significant increase to four, not to five.

	
	Cigarette Tax Bill
	No increase.

	Hypothesis II: Unless asymmetric dominance.

	
	Drought
	Significant decrease, one/two significant increase.

	Hypothesis III: Unless compromise effect.

	
	State Employees
	Insignificant decrease.

	
	Sales Tax
	Significant increase instead of decrease.

	
	Hybrid Car Tax Reduction
	Insignificant change.

	
	Cigarette Tax Increase
	Insignificant change.

	Hypothesis IV: Subcategory Effect: Support for subset exceeds broad category.

	
	Crime Solutions
	Two/three exceeded category.

	
	Israel
	Two/three exceeded category.

	
	Lottery
	Exceeded category.

	
	Sales Tax
	Exceeded category.

	
	Cigarette Tax Bill
	Exceeded category.

	
	Cigarette Tax Increase
	One/four exceeded category.

	
	Drought
	Exceeded category.


Appendix I: Policy Questionnaire (North Carolina Version)

You are invited to participate in a research study about political issues being conducted by researchers from Duke University. 

Today we are asking people their opinions about some important policy issues. In the past, when people asked your opinion about politics, you may have found some questions to be difficult to answer. Today, we are particularly interested in finding out why some questions are more difficult than others. Your answers will help scholars improve the quality of future survey research. Most people complete the survey in less than ten minutes.

[image: image1.emf]We would like to ask you 5 policy questions. After each one, we will ask you to tell us how hard it was for you to answer the question. This is very important to our research. Perhaps it was hard for you to make up your mind? Maybe you had not thought much about this issue before? Or, you had to think for a while about your opinion? You can choose from four different answers that we think measure how difficult it was for you to choose an answer: 

Very difficult

Somewhat difficult

A little difficult

Not very difficult

For practice, consider this question. Most people tend to find answering this question to be “not very difficult” or “not at all difficult.” 
[image: image2.emf]
-> When you are driving, what kind of music do you usually like to listen to? Choose one.

a) Rock / Pop

b) Classical

c) Jazz

d) R & B

e) Other ____________

f) No music (ex: talk radio, audio books)

How difficult was it for you to choose an answer?

     4  
Very difficult

     3    
Somewhat difficult

     2    
A little difficult

     1    
Not very difficult

Your opinions are very important to us. The information you provide will be kept completely confidential and will be used only for research purposes. Because we are interested in your own opinion, it is very important that you do not share the questions you are answering with others while you or they are completing the questionnaire.

If you have any concerns, you may ask any questions you have about the research at any time. You may refuse to answer any questions or stop participating at any time. By answering the following questions, we assume that you have voluntarily agreed to participate in this research study.

First, please tell us a little about yourself and how interested you are in politics.

1) What state do you live in? __________________

2) Are you over 18 years of age?     Yes _____
3) How interested would you say you are in politics? Please circle the number that best describes your level of interest in local politics.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	DK

	Not at all interested
	Not very interested
	A little interested
	Somewhat interested
	Very interested
	Can’t Choose


4) How informed are you about political issues?  Please circle the number that best describes how well you are informed about political issues.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	DK

	Not at all informed
	Not very informed
	A little informed
	Somewhat informed
	Very informed
	Can’t Choose


5) How closely do you follow news about the state government’s budget and proposed tax increases?

	1
	2
	3
	4
	DK

	Not closely at all 
	Not very closely
	Somewhat closely
	Very closely
	Can’t Choose


6) How familiar are you with foreign policy issues?

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	DK

	Not at all familiar
	Not very familiar
	A little familiar
	Somewhat familiar
	Very familiar
	Can’t Choose


7) How familiar are you with domestic policy issues like crime, health care or the environment?

	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	DK

	Not at all familiar
	Not very familiar
	A little familiar
	Somewhat familiar
	Very familiar
	Can’t Choose



ID:2 _ _ _

For the following questions about policies, please choose the answer that comes closest to your opinion.

8)
Advocates for increased spending on education in North Carolina have proposed raising more money for schools by creating a lottery or by raising taxes. Several different ways of raising more money have been suggested. Which of these ways do you like the most?
    1    
Establishing a state lottery.
    2    
Raising the state sales tax.
    3    
Raising the state cigarette tax.

    4    
Raising the state income tax

9)
How difficult was it for you to choose an answer?

    4    
Very difficult

    3    
Somewhat difficult

    2    
A little difficult

    1    
Not very difficult

10) Last year, the North Carolina General Assembly voted to reduce the state sales tax by a half-cent. This tax cut is scheduled to take effect on July 1st. However, now the Governor is looking for more money to balance the state budget. To do so, he has proposed delaying the reduction in the state sales tax for two years. What is your opinion about the state sales tax? What do you think the government should do?

    1    
Reduce the state sales tax by a half-cent now.

    2    
Delay the proposed half-cent reduction and keep the sales tax as it is.

    3    
Increase the state sales tax now.

11)
How difficult was it for you to choose an answer?

    4    
Very difficult

    3    
Somewhat difficult

    2    
A little difficult

    1    
Not very difficult


N3-3-AC
12)
During the summer, many parts of our country suffered a severe drought, leaving many sources of safe drinking water at dangerously low levels. Of the following options, what would be the best way to reduce water consumption next summer to ensure the problem will not happen again?

    1    
Increase taxes on high levels of water use to make using lots of water very expensive.
    2    
Stop people from watering their lawns more than three times a week.

13)
How difficult was it for you to choose an answer?

    4    
Very difficult

    3    
Somewhat difficult

    2    
A little difficult

    1    
Not very difficult

14) 
People who purchase hybrid cars, such as the Toyota Prius™, Honda Insight™ and Honda Civic™ Hybrids, currently qualify for a federal tax deduction. This year, the deduction was $2,000. Starting next year, the deduction will be phased out by $500 per year, so that in 2007 there will be no deduction. Some feel we should encourage more people to buy fuel-efficient cars by permanently setting the deduction at $2,000. However, some argue that Congress should completely eliminate the deduction to reduce the federal budget deficit. What would you favor?

    1    
Eliminate the tax deduction immediately.

    2    
Phase out the deduction quicker, by $1000 per year.
    3    
Reduce the deduction by $500 per year.
    4    
Make the $2,000 tax deduction on hybrids permanent.
15)
How difficult was it for you to choose an answer?

    4    
Very difficult

    3    
Somewhat difficult

    2    
A little difficult

    1    
Not very difficult


N4-7-BC
16)
The state tax on cigarettes in North Carolina is currently five cents per pack. The average state tax on cigarettes is about 45 cents per pack. Some states have cigarette taxes as high as $1.50 per pack.

There has been talk of increasing the tax on cigarettes in North Carolina to help balance the state budget. How much of an increase would you favor?  

    1    
No increase

    2    
5 cents more per pack

    3    
10 cents more per pack

    4    
25 cents more per pack

    5    
35 cents more per pack

    6    
50 cents more per pack

    7    
70 cents more per pack

    8    
More than 70 cents per pack

17)
How difficult was it for you to choose an answer?

    4    
Very difficult

    3    
Somewhat difficult

    2    
A little difficult

    1    
Not very difficult



N5-1-A 

19) 
If you thought that choosing an answer to any of those policy questions was “very difficult” or “somewhat difficult,” please tell us why. Select the answer or answers that best describe why you found the choice to be difficult.

    1    
I had a hard time choosing between two or more answers.

    2    
I did not like any of the possible answers.

    3    
I did not have enough information to answer the question.

    4    
I am not very knowledgeable about the policy.

    5    
I was not sure which answer was best.

    9    
Other ____________________________________________________________________

Thank you! Please answer the following quick questions about yourself:
D1)  Are you male or female?
    1    
Male 
    2    
Female

D2)  What is the highest grade of school or year of college you have completed?

    1    
No high school diploma or equivalency

    2    
High school diploma or equivalency

    3    
Some college (but no degree)

    4    
2 year college degree

    5    
4 year college degree

    6    
Some advanced education (MA, Ph.D., Law Degree, etc, or progress towards one of these)

D3)  How would you describe yourself? Check all that apply
	_____
White
	_____
Black
	_____
Asian


	_____
Latino or Hispanic
	_____
Other  -   Please Specify:

_________________________




D4)  Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or what?

    1    
Democrat
    2    
Independent
    3    
Republican
    9    
Other _________________

If you answered independent, do you tend to lean toward the Democrats, the Republicans or neither?

    1    
Lean towards Democrats
    2    
Lean to Republicans
    3    
Neither


D5)  Which of the following categories best describes your total household income before taxes, from all sources? 

    1    
Under $20,000 

    2    
$20,000 to $39,999 

    3    
$40,000 to $59,999 

    4    
$60,000 to $79,999 

    5    
$80,000 to $99,999

    6    
Over $100,000

D6) How often do you buy a pack of cigarettes?

    1    
Never.

    2    
Once a month or less. 

    3    
Once every week or two. 

    4    
More than once a week.

D7)  We want to know how well known the different governmental leaders are.  

What is the name of the Governor of your state? 

   __________________________________________________________________________

Can you name one of the U.S. Senators from your state?

   __________________________________________________________________________

Can you name the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States?

   __________________________________________________________________________

Once again, thank you for participating in our study.

The results of this survey will be used by researchers at Duke University to better understand how people form opinions about important political issues. Other people will answer the same questions you did; however, they will not necessarily choose an answer from the same list of options. By comparing your answers to their answers, we can understand how changing the list of answers affected your choices and how difficult you thought it was to answer the question. 

We are particularly curious about how difficult it was to answer the questions because many people tell us that they often have a hard time answering questions about politics. Some scholars think that when people have a hard time answering the question they are more likely to choose certain answers. Knowing which answers become more likely to be chosen will help survey researchers more accurately gauge public opinion. Knowing what makes questions easier to answer will help our leaders get better advice on how to make good public policy. This study is part of a doctoral dissertation project that has already looked at how voter decision-making is affected by the number of candidates running for office.

You can learn more about this study by emailing RML5@DUKE.EDU or calling (919) 613-7399. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant in this study, please contact the Chair of the Human Subjects Committee at Duke at (919) 684-3030.
Appendix II: Results – National Survey
Crime Solutions
8)
These days, many people are talking about how to reduce crime in our communities. Some think we should focus on preventing crimes before they occur through community programs. Some think that we need to do a better job of enforcing the laws by hiring more police officers. Others think that we need to keep criminals off the street by imposing longer and tougher jail sentences. What do you think should be your community’s priority?
Control: Categories
    1    
Community programs aimed at preventing crime.
77.0%
    2    
Hire more police officers.
8.7
    3    
Lengthen jail time to keep criminals off the street.
14.3





N = 126




Avg. Difficulty = 1.46
Prevention Sub-Categories
    1    
After school programs to keep kids out of trouble.
62.0%
    2    
Increase the number of neighborhood watch programs.
12.4
    3    
Hire more police officers.
9.3
    4    
Lengthen jail time to keep criminals off the street.
16.3






N = 129




Avg. Difficulty = 1.87
Enforcement Sub-Categories
    1    
Community programs aimed at preventing crime.
73.8%
    2    
Hire more local police officers.
11.9
    3    
Hire more federal officers, such as FBI agents.
2.4
    4    
Lengthen jail time to keep criminals off the street.
11.9






N = 126




Avg. Difficulty = 1.65
Sentencing Sub-Categories

    1    
Community programs aimed at preventing crime.
62.4%
    2    
Hire more police officers.
6.4
    3    
Longer mandatory jail sentences for criminals.
16.0
    4    
Make repeat offenders ineligible for parole.
15.2






N = 125




Avg. Difficulty = 1.68
State Employees

10)
To reduce the budget deficit, most states are looking for ways to cut costs even if they are considering raising taxes. One option is to reduce the number of state employees through lay-offs, even if this means lowering the number of state troopers and social workers. Another way to save money would be to freeze the state employees’ wages at their current levels or to pay the state employees less. Which of these options to cut costs do you support the most?

Four Alternatives

    1    
Reduce the number of state employees through lay-offs.
18.3%
    2    
Keep the same number of state employees, but freeze wages.
49.6
    3    
Keep the same number of state employees, but pay them less.
5.3

    4    
Make no change in the number of state employees or how much the state pays them.
26.7







N = 131



Avg. Difficulty = 2.05

Five Alternatives

    1    
Reduce the number of state employees through lay-offs.
25.4%
    2    
Keep the same number of state employees, but freeze wages.
14.6
    3    
Keep the same number of state employees, but give smaller cost-of-living increases than usual.
35.4

    4    
Keep the same number of state employees, but pay them less.
1.5

    5    
Make no change in the number of state employees or how much the state pays them.
23.1



N = 130



Avg. Difficulty = 1.94

Health Insurance for Small Businesses
10)
Today, many small businesses are struggling to afford the cost of health care for their employees. Because small businesses are so important to our economy, government leaders and policy experts have proposed several ways to control health care costs for small businesses. Which of the following proposals would you support?

Four Alternatives
    1    
Provide government-funded health insurance.
29.4%
    2    
Allow small businesses to purchase insurance at prices set by the government.
12.7
    3    
Link small businesses together in large insurance pools.
51.6

    4    
None of the above.
6.4




N = 126



Avg. Difficulty = 1.72

Five Alternatives
    1    
Provide government-funded health insurance.
28.9%
    2    
Allow small businesses to purchase insurance at prices set by the government.
8.6
    3    
Link small businesses together in large insurance pools.
46.1

    4    
Allow small businesses to purchase insurance through trade associations.
7.0

    5    
None of the above.
9.4




N = 128



Avg. Difficulty = 1.95
Aid to Israel

12) 
Israel recently asked the U.S. government for loan guarantees and an extra $4 billion in aid to help pay for the cost of  preparing Israel’s defenses in case Saddam Hussein attacked Israel during the War on Iraq. This money is in addition to the $3 billion the U.S. government already gives Israel each year. Some critics think that the U.S. government should stop aiding Israel until Israel withdraws from the occupied territories in the West Bank and the Gaza Strip. What do you think the U.S. government should do?

Control: Categories

    1    
Reduce the amount of aid given to Israel.
49.1%

    2    
Keep the amount of aid given to Israel the same as it has been.
37.1
    3    
Increase the amount of aid given to Israel.
13.8




N = 159



Avg. Difficulty = 1.59

Two Sub-Categories

    1    
Reduce the amount of aid given to Israel
41.8%

    2    
Keep the amount of aid given to Israel the same as it has been.
37.3%
    3    
Increase aid to Israel, but by less than the $4 billion requested by Israel.
11.3%

    4    
Increase the amount of aid given to Israel by $4 billion.
9.6%




N = 177



Avg. Difficulty = 1.75

Three Sub-Categories

    1    
Reduce the amount of aid given to Israel
43.8%

    2    
Keep the amount of aid given to Israel the same as it has been.
41.5
    3    
Increase the amount of aid given to Israel by $1 billion or less
2.3

    4    
Increase the amount of aid given to Israel by $1 billion – $3 billion
5.1

    5    
Increase the amount of aid given to Israel by $4 billion.
7.4




N = 176


Avg. Difficulty = 1.73

Appendix III: Results – State Survey

Lottery

8)
Advocates for increased spending on education in North Carolina have proposed raising more money for schools by creating a lottery or by raising taxes. Several different ways of raising more money have been suggested. Which of these ways do you like the most?

Control: Categories
    1    
Establishing a state lottery.
77.8%

    2    
Raising taxes.
22.2




N = 72



Avg. Difficulty = 1.42

Full Set: Three Tax Increases (Sub-Categories)
    1    
Establishing a state lottery.
58.9%
    2    
Raising the state sales tax.
5.5
    3    
Raising the state cigarette tax.
27.4

    4    
Raising the state income tax
8.2




N = 73



Avg. Difficulty = 1.53

Sales Tax Only
    1    
Establishing a state lottery.
83.3%
    2    
Raising the state sales tax.
16.7




N = 72



Avg. Difficulty = 1.46

Cigarette Tax Only
    1    
Establishing a state lottery.
70.4%
    2    
Raising the state cigarette tax.
29.6




N = 71



Avg. Difficulty = 1.37

Income Tax Only
    1    
Establishing a state lottery.
79.7%

    2    
Raising the state income tax
20.3




N = 69



Avg. Difficulty = 1.46
NC Sales Tax

11) Last year, the North Carolina General Assembly voted to reduce the state sales tax by a half-cent. This tax cut is scheduled to take effect on July 1st. However, now the Governor is looking for more money to balance the state budget. To do so, he has proposed delaying the reduction in the state sales tax for two years. What is your opinion about the state sales tax? What do you think the government should do?

Control: Categories

    1    
Reduce the state sales tax now.
28.5%

    2    
Delay the proposed half-cent reduction and keep the sales tax as it is.
60.3

    3    
Increase the state sales tax now.
11.2




N = 116



Avg. Difficulty = 1.57

Specific Tax Reduction

    1    
Reduce the state sales tax by a half-cent now.
34.6%

    2    
Delay the proposed half-cent reduction and keep the sales tax as it is.
57.7

    3    
Increase the state sales tax now.
7.7



N = 130



Avg. Difficulty = 1.56

Two Tax Reduction Sub-Categories

    1    
Reduce the state sales tax by more than a half-cent now.
17.2%

    2    
Reduce the state sales tax by a half-cent now.
20.7

    3    
Delay the proposed half-cent reduction and keep the sales tax as it is.
57.8

    4    
Increase the state sales tax now.
4.3



N = 116



Avg. Difficulty = 1.79

Cigarette Tax Increase

16)
The state tax on cigarettes in North Carolina is currently five cents per pack. The average state tax on cigarettes is about 45 cents per pack. Some states have cigarette taxes as high as $1.50 per pack.

There has been talk of increasing the tax on cigarettes in North Carolina to help balance the state budget. How much of an increase would you favor?

Eight Alternative Choice Set

    1    
No increase
19.6%

    2    
5 cents more per pack
7.8

    3    
10 cents more per pack
11.8

    4    
25 cents more per pack
2.0

    5    
35 cents more per pack
7.8

    6    
50 cents more per pack
2.0

    7    
70 cents more per pack
3.9

    8    
More than 70 cents per pack
45.1




N = 51



Avg. Difficulty = 1.47

Seven Alternative Choice Set

    1    
No increase
13.0%

    2    
10 cents more per pack
4.4

    3    
25 cents more per pack
6.5

    4    
35 cents more per pack
10.9

    5    
50 cents more per pack
10.9

    6    
70 cents more per pack
2.2

    7    
More than 70 cents per pack
52.2




N = 46



Avg. Difficulty = 1.32

Six Alternative Choice Set

    1    
No increase
18.9%

    2    
5 cents more per pack
1.9

    3    
10 cents more per pack
1.9

    4    
35 cents more per pack
20.8

    5    
70 cents more per pack
1.9

    6    
More than 70 cents per pack
54.7




N = 53



Avg. Difficulty = 1.30

Five Alternative Choice Set

    1    
No increase
35.9%

    2    
10 cents more per pack
9.4

    3    
35 cents more per pack
7.6

    4    
70 cents more per pack
5.7

    5    
More than 70 cents per pack
41.5




N = 53



Avg. Difficulty = 1.22
Four Alternative Choice Set

    1    
No increase.
15.1%

    2    
10 cents more per pack.
11.3

    3    
35 cents more per pack.
18.9

    4    
More than 35 cents per pack.
54.7




N = 53



Avg. Difficulty = 1.33

Cigarette Tax Bill

16)
The state tax on cigarettes in North Carolina is currently five cents per pack. The average state tax on cigarettes is about 45 cents per pack. Some states have cigarette taxes as high as $1.50 per pack.

There are currently two bills in the North Carolina state legislature proposing cigarette tax increases. One suggests raising the tax by 35 cents per pack, the other calls for raising the tax by 70 cents per pack. Which proposal would you support?

Control: “Neither” Category

    1    
Neither one.
21.1%

    2    
35 cents per pack increase.
22.8

    3    
70 cents per pack increase.
42.1

    4    
Either bill.
14.0




N = 57



Avg. Difficulty = 1.44

 “Neither” Sub-categories

    1    
Neither one: the state should not increase 


the cigarette tax by as much as 35 cents.
16.7%

    2    
35 cents per pack increase.
20.8

    3    
70 cents per pack increase.
29.2

    4    
Either bill.
14.6

    5    
Neither one: the state should increase 


the cigarette tax by more than 70 cents.
18.8




N = 48



Avg. Difficulty = 1.46
Appendix IV: Results – Repeated Questions on Both Surveys

Drought Response

16)
During the summer, many parts of our country suffered a severe drought, leaving many sources of safe drinking water at dangerously low levels. Of the following options, what would be the best way to reduce water consumption next summer to ensure the problem will not happen again?




National
State

Control: Broad Category, “Guidelines”

    1    
Increase taxes on high levels of water use to make using lots of water very expensive.
34.6%
35.0%
    2    
Set guidelines for when people can use water and/or what they can use the water for.
65.4
65.0

N  =  104 
60


Avg. Difficulty = 1.58
1.50

Control: Specific Restriction
    1    
Increase taxes on high levels of water use to make using lots of water very expensive.
31.0%
33.3%
    2    
Stop people from watering their lawns more than three times a week.
69.0
66.7

N  =  100 
57


Avg. Difficulty = 1.51
1.68

Additional Option
    1    
Increase taxes on high levels of water use to make using lots of water very expensive.
19.8%
15.2%
    2    
Set guidelines for when people can use water and/or what they can use the water for.
33.7
53.2
    3    
Encourage people to buy water-saving appliances and faucets.
46.5
31.7

N  =  101 
79


Avg. Difficulty = 1.64
1.56

Restrictions Sub-Categories
    1    
Increase taxes on high levels of water use to make using lots of water very expensive.
22.7
18.8%
    2    
Stop people from watering their lawns more than three times a week.
51.6
63.8
    3    
Stop people from watering their lawns in the middle of the day.
25.8
17.5

N  =  97 
80


Avg. Difficulty = 1.78
1.75

Asymmetric Dominance Restriction
    1    
Increase taxes on high levels of water use to make using lots of water very expensive.
24.8%
30.5%
    2    
Stop people from watering their lawns more than three times a week.
39.6
39.0
    3    
Stop people from watering their lawns more than once a week.
65.4
30.5

N  =  101 
82


Avg. Difficulty = 1.58
1.66
Hybrid Car Tax Reduction

14) 
People who purchase hybrid cars, such as the Toyota Prius™, Honda Insight™ and Honda Civic™ Hybrids, currently qualify for a federal tax deduction. This year, the deduction was $2,000. Starting next year, the deduction will be phased out by $500 per year, so that in 2007 there will be no deduction. Some feel we should encourage more people to buy fuel-efficient cars by permanently setting the deduction at $2,000. However, some argue that Congress should completely eliminate the deduction to reduce the federal budget deficit. What would you favor?



National
State

Three Alternatives: Compromise = Status Quo

    1    
Eliminate the tax deduction immediately.
23.1%
23.5%


    2    
Reduce the deduction by $500 per year.
21.5
27.1

    3    
Make the $2,000 tax deduction on hybrids permanent.
55.4
49.4

N  =  130 
85


Avg. Difficulty = 1.58
1.75

Five Alternatives: Compromise = Status Quo

    1    
Eliminate the tax deduction immediately.
18.2%
14.1%

    2    
Phase out the deduction quicker, by $1000 per year.
4.6
2.2
    3    
Reduce the deduction by $500 per year.
15.9
16.3

    4    
Phase out the deduction slower, by $250 per year.
22.7
23.9
    5    
Make the $2,000 tax deduction on hybrids permanent.
38.6
43.5

N  =  132 
92


Avg. Difficulty = 1.78
1.84

Four Alternatives: Phase Out Deduction Quicker

    1    
Eliminate the tax deduction immediately.
17.6%
16.7%

    2    
Phase out the deduction quicker, by $1000 per year.
3.2
6.3
    3    
Reduce the deduction by $500 per year.
25.6
24.0
    4    
Make the $2,000 tax deduction on hybrids permanent.
53.6
53.1

N  =  125 
96


Avg. Difficulty = 1.71
1.70

Four Alternatives: Phase Out Deduction Slower
    1    
Eliminate the tax deduction immediately.
23.9%
20.2%

    2    
Reduce the deduction by $500 per year.
16.9
16.9

    3    
Phase out the deduction slower, by $250 per year.
18.5
18.0
    4    
Make the $2,000 tax deduction on hybrids permanent.
40.8
44.9

N  =  130 
89


Avg. Difficulty = 1.58
1.89
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� The option to keep the same number of employees, but pay them less was chosen by only two respondents, one of whom rated the choice difficulty a 2, the other a 3.


� The one way analysis of variance for the national sample results were: F = 1.48, P = 0.22. The same test of the state sample was significant, but the test failed Bartlett’s test of invariance. The Kruskal-Wallis equality of populations test was not significant (P = 0.39, with ties).


� The one-way analysis of variance of the average level of difficulty also did not find significant differences, but the analysis failed Bartlett’s test of equal variances so the results are not reliable. The difference of means test between the full set and the five-choice set treatment was statistically significant at P <0.05 �(assuming unequal variances).


� The dependent variable is an average of four, four-point scales. The best form to fit to this variable is an ordered logit. I present the results of an OLS regression since a) the results were substantively the same, and b) easier to understand. The dependent variable has 11 “cut-points” or 12 levels in the state sample, 13 “cut-points” in the national sample.


� This question followed the lottery question, on the first page of the North Carolina survey. In two treatments, the lottery question included an option to raise the sales tax. A projection effect is unlikely, but possible, to have disproportionately affected the treatments other than the one with the two sales tax reduction alternatives. Very few subjects chose a tax increase when answering either question. Compared to those who saw the broad category, the income tax or sales tax options, subjects who chose the cigarette tax were much less likely to choose to increase the sales tax. A disproportionate number of respondents saw the cigarette-only treatment in the lottery question and the two-reduction alternative treatment (42.5%, compared to an overall average of 32.3%). This may have depressed the number of respondents choosing the distant option in the treatment with two sales tax reduction options.


� A tax that is borne by everyone is a sure payoff in the domain of losses, so the choice of tax/lottery is similar to the payoffs that Allais gave to people.
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